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^^Discuss how far S'ankaracharya truly 
represents the view of the author 
of Brahmasutras.” 

The Sujna Gokulji Zala 
Vedanta Prize 

Essay for the Year 1915. 

Btdbro ia1vint( main subjccib let u,s advert 

to some'- preliminary points, wliich arc worked out 
by commentators of the Brahma-sutras. The (irst of 
tlioso is>who is the Adhikfirin of this S^’fistra ? In the 
Shii^ldhikarana B. S.), the Sfiirakitra de- 

clares that, aiYion.i^ mortals, S'udras have no Adhikilra in 
this Ycdic Shlstra, th()uii;h a gcxl Ims. Amorii^ tho members 
of, tlio first three castes who is tho Adhikririri ? Of course 
the Traivan.uka must be learned in, the Vodas, lie must 
be capable of undertaking Sraimmf manmia etc., he mu.st 
bo poKsossed of some desire for ' “ ' elevation. Tlu^se 

r(M|uiremcn(s ar(» neccHsary, they are sugt^cBted, urikd- 
beyond this, in the whole of the. Brahma** 
inimrinsa, the SutraLAra does not consider tho o’u silem of 
Adhikfka. Sankara maintains that before one 

undertakes BrahmavlijiKis4, he ouglit to be po«sossed of 
the four ' ’ nz. ( t ) 

(3) , and (4-) '!'h.ese four 

are, acoor^!ing to Sankani, miP, ym mm 
to the ‘ * of Brahman, and those are, lie thinks, 

‘ * by the Stitrakara by the word in ilic 
j^llFaiiRnh This is used in tho senso of and 
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presupposes the existence of the four requirements menti- 
oned above, and not a A knowledge of the 

Karma-mim^nsa is no condition precedent to the study of 
Brahma-mim^nsa. This is the view of S'a^kar^ch^rya as 
regards 

Bh^skara^ and Bdinaimja^ both maintain and 

reject theail^ni*’^^ of the above-mentioned four requirements. 

It appears that the Siitrakara has in his mind neither 
of the two views. The suggests neither this nor that. 
"aTTOt is the first Sutra of the BrahmamlmllD.sa 

introducing the reader to the S'lstra. S''ankarjlchary'a 
rejects on the grounds that may precede 

of one w’ho has studied Yed^nta, and that there is 
nothing to establish the custom that mast be 

studied before By similar arguments Yallablia^ 

also comes to the same conclusion. To add to this, BMard- 
yana and J aimini are opposed in their views on this point, 
and as Prof. A. B, Dhruva remarked in his recent Univer- 
sity lectures, a reader cannot be expected to study the works 
of the opponent before he studies his own, so a student of 
does not necessarily need study sr4^ft3TTaT before 
It is not disputed that some of the 
are referred to here, bnt that does not compel as to come 
to the conclusion that a knowledge of is a condi- 
tion precedent, Bh^skara accepts and says that 

this is the view of E^dar^^ana expressed in ^ 

m. p. 4. 

o:-,' if ■ :.'i i --I : ■ ■. 

p. 13 . 

3. ^ fer^r:, m, ^ ^ 

'r-iffq A. B. pp, 26-27. 
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(3*4-26.) Even accepting for a moment Ehaskara^s 
suggestion of it docs not in the least invalidate 

S^ankara's ■■ -- '.if, Ts, ^TFifir " 

The Sutra (3-4-26.) only says that a know- 
ledge of ^ ‘ is also recommended but does not say 
it should necessarily precede the study of One 

may as well study iirat, and then or vice 

versa. There is no prescribed whichever one 

begins first* Hence S'arik:irA.chA.ryaj on tliis very argu- 
ment alone^ is right in rejecting But is he then 

right in preserilnng the " ? It is undoubted 

that this view does not suggest itself from the words of 
the SfitrakAra. S'aukara’s is based on the 

passage of the Erlliadaranyaka 4-4-235 passage 

refers to the stage of a person who has’^ known Brahman* 
Before ono knows Brahman it is impossible for him to bo 
possessed of while according to S^arJvara^s view 

must precede -liy'DiJi--’. This is rather placing 
the cart before the horse. t)no may never have 
and then lie will always bo debarred from studying this 
The result would be Vallabiia*-* says that 

this view is opposed to our daily (i::pv.'i ioiii:o.,, Tdio Sfitra^ 
(1-1-1) only introduces the reader to the study of 
BrnfiinamiimAjjsrL and there neither any .sugges- 
tion of nor Both tin; views are 

not countenanced by the iSfitrakjira. Of courso a know- 
ledge of the Upanisliatls seems to bo necuhsary for the 
right undcrslanding of This knowledge of the 

Veda and a sort of earnest dcHire for ' ^ * of 

1. ii%rf X X X ^ y.^ "fr Ur, ijp^, 

s. S. p. 82 , 

8 * mi^ 
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Brahman seem to be sine qua non to the study of swffJiteT. 
A Nimb&,rka writer oomes very near this view when he 
says:— 'ft 31^ ^rspTfTFC 

^ p. 18). 

Hence if the aTRwi5?ft is insisted upon, we cannot go 
farther than the suggestion made above. Vallabha seems 
to be driving at the truth when he accepts after 

examining and rejecting the v,v=rTT^, saying that it is 
full of objections ^ (^r. »ir. 

B. S.S.p.'sS.). 


The Veda. 

The method of composition adopted by Eiliavilyam 
leads one to suppose that the Slltrak^ra had a double 
object in view, viz to remove doubts, and at the same 
time to summarise the teachings of the Upanishads. It 
is therefore necessary to consider in what light he views 
the Vedas. After undertaking an inquiry of Brahman in 
l-l-l, and giving the definition of Brahman 
in he goes on to say that Brahman is reveal- 

ed from the b'^^stra ^ e, Veda. He means thereby to say 
that his conception of Brahman is based on Veda alone. 
Sankara says in ^TORrtf^icTO 1-1-3, that this Sfitra has been 
written with a view to emphasize the omniscience of 
Brahman, which has been suggested in the definition of 
Brahman in This may be as Sankara says, 

or may not be as -TayiMirnm. says. It is clear that when 
once Brahman is defined to be one from which origination, 
existence and absorption take place, when it is said to be 
^ the creator of the universe, its omniscience is established, 
and no further Sfitra is needed to repeat it. Wliafcever 
it may be, this Sutra gives us an opportunity 
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to consider tlie attitude of the Slitral^llra and S'ankara to- 
wards’ the Veda. By declaring the of Brahman, 

the Siitrakara declares that his conception of Brahman is 
entirely based on Veda, He further on declares that 
^ is ^rsrfcig. Independent reasoning has nothing to do 
with his conception of Brahman. All contradictions are 
removed by taking shelter in the word of the 
Sankara^s attitude on the whole is undetermined. Once 
he says 2. 1. 6. B. S. 

but on good many occasions he departs from this rule. 
In ^ 2-1 -‘2 IT, we have a very clear instance. 

Badanlya^a removes the difficulty raised by Gankh.ya 
in his usual way, viz, taking shelter in the text of the 
but Sankara goes further and says 
3T#: Sa^ikara's shelter is ^rfeiT, ( 

'I’liroughout the whole of the Brahma-mlm^nsa the 
S u:.raka i*a never resorts to any other authority except 
and which respectively mean ^ and which is 
Independent ratiocination has no place in his 
S'aokara fails very badly in reprosciii.in:; the view 
of the Sdtrakara in not submitting himself to the ideal of 
the Siltrakiira. Even if Sankara's attitude may he justi- 
fied on philosopliical grounds independent of the fact 
remains that, that is not the way in which the Slifcrakara 
would look at it, and so long as he would not, it is useless 
to discuss that question hero. To the Sfitraklira, any reason- 
ing, not in strict harmony with the letter of the Veda, is 
useless ' " ^ ^ arPnfrOTur; 12-1-1 1), 

To the Sfitrakitra, Veda is eternal (sru ^ ^ hS-i 9), 

From the words of the hJfitra we do not learn much 
further than this, but it is quite clear that the attitude of 
the Sfitrakara is very devout. Like S^ankara he has no 
courage to say:---'«rftw% mm: 
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V' ' o'k' 

ft crff , 5i^Tr?r^^ -. 

if^fci' 1-14, V. S. From the very iiiidertahiiig of investi- 
gation and definition of Brahman by the SntraKara^ it is 
quite clear that S'ankara is not justified in making the 
above remark, BMardyana’s whole S3vst0in. is entirely 
based on the words of gRi, so the duty ol his commeiitatoi 
is not to modify or correct his statements, but simply to 
put them in their true light. The aim of the S astra is not 
merely the removal of hut the relisation of 

Brahman. Except and o^mR^Rr^ the Sutrakara does 
not take the aid of any other aTUoi in support of his 
S'ankara also does not say tbo^t ho accept any more wns. 
The later b'dnkara writers accept six Framanas, but with 
that we are not concerned. If S^ankara had maintained 
the position as declared^ by him in (24-6) 

throughout, we should have seen him entirely at one 
with the Sdtrak^ra. Looking at S'ankara's Bhdshya as a 
whole, one sees a sort of contradiction running through- 
out, so far as his attitude to the S'^stra is concerned, 
While meeting the /Jbsul is'-k-.'s, he draws a distinction 
between and w is 3^^, and as such 

does not admit of any reasoning independent of Veda, 
while Brahman is and as such, admits the claims of 
reasoning. But when the Sankliya opposes him, ho declares, 
as is said above, that the conception of Brahman like 
m is based on Scripture alone, and does not admit of any 
sWfoi independent of Veda (2-1-6). If S^a^kara had 

m 3 XXX m 

2—1.6. 

2. Slit 51 ft gft, 

I 14H-S. B. 
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avoided tliis contradietioiij and adhered to the view 
expressed in 24“6, his faithfulness to the Sutrakara would 
have been oroatly enhanced. 

Bildarriyana’s attitude towards his opponents, though 
queer, is justified on the ground that it is consistent. When 
difficulties arc raised against his system by a Sankhya or 
a Vai^esliika, he says his system is based on ^ alone, and 
as such has nothing to do with reasoning, 2-1-29. But 
his opponeriLS, as they accept cannot take advantage 
of this position. As they resort to he challenges 
their position by S'ankara fitly remarks on this point 

" 2-2-38. This is a 

very faitliful way of expressing the Sutrakilra’s view, 
and had S'ankara followed the same, he would not 
have embodied two contradictory iMtor|)ietaiions as in 
M4M8, 2-1-27, 2-1-29, etc. etc. 


Brahman. 

Brahman is the centre round which the whole 
philosophy and tlieology of the Upanisliads turn. In 
the first SAka, the Sdtrakara undertakes 

an in of /.hvjiiiiiin, and then immediately in the 

next Sutra gives the deliiiition of Brahman, 
as that in which the world has origffiialion, existence and 
absorption. It is wortliy of note that tho Sdtmkara, 
instead of defining Braliman as i-jR wd 

5PI/ instead of giving gives by 

declaring that the Brahman of which he has undertaken 
investigation, is the creator of the Universe. In 
ho declares further that his dclinition of Braliman is 
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entirely based on Scripture. Brahman is The 

SAtra is very important, S'aukara also says 

that it gives the definition of Brahman. This 55 ^ must 
be referred to the Brahman whose i«i|rT?irT has been under- 
taken in the first Sutra, Instead of defining Brahman as 
UiV’jn. declares Brahman as that which 
creates, sustains and absorbs the universe, the reason for 
this being that the SiUrakara has not in his mind only 
the summary of the leading tenets of the Upanishads, but 
a desire to clear every Vedic passage of importa nee of 
any doubt or difficulty by giving its interpretation. To 
the mind of the Siitrakara, the tenets of the S^ukhyas' 
were most prominent. This fact can be inferred from the 
boundless zeal with which he refutes the principal dogmas 
of the S:b.i!^liy;i ', On every occasion, he makes a polemic 
remark against the Sankhya. Now these Stink hyas attribut- 
ed activity not to Brahman - or more correctly to Purusha^ 
but to jada siffci, while the 355^ was chefmia but etc.. 

Many of the Yedic thinkers themselves were under the 
spell of the Sarikhyas. Tlni^ this was the crucial point, on 
which it was essential for the Sxitrakara, interpreter as 
he was of the Upanisliads, to pronounce a very definite 
opinion, and this the Siitrakura has done by declaring that 
Brahman is that which creates, sustains, and resolves the 
world in itself, thereby tacitly rejecting the Sfi^kbya 
doctrines of being and being Simi- 
larly, by writing the Siitra he boldly declares 

that his definition of Brahman is entirely based on scrip- 
ture, meaning thereby that the S^astra teaches the of 
Brahman and not of Thus it appears that the 

learned Sutrakara at one stroke achieves two objects, viz, 
he sets aside the doubts of the Vedic passages, and then 
with it pronounces a definite view that, Brahman, the 
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highest entity of the XTpanishads, is possessed of activity^ 
and therefore of knowledge also. Thus in 
Brahman as sad is shown to be the cause. In 
jBrahman, as ch,etana, is shown to be the eauso of the 
universe. In the same Brahman, as Anrmda- 

riiaya, is declared to be the cause. In Braliman 

as sad, in as chef, ana, and in as 

dnanda, is declared to be the cause of the universe. Iks kali 
and hdma being the attributes of chetema something, the 
causality of the non-intelligent prahrity etc., is out oi 
question. Similarly sots aside the cauHality of 

the human soul, though he is chclana. Thus, the loarnod 
Stitrakara, while sotting aside the doubt as to 4 :*^^ and 
of the universe, suggests and eHtahlisInis that the 
Kartri Kdrana Brahman is In other 

words, Brahman as^rcj:.,f^aiul tin; material 

and efficient cause of the universe, and noi jada Pmknfy 
nor ehetanajiva* Thus by showing the causality of* Brah- 
man alone, and smr. esf ifiy; tlion'hy Brahman's unfelteretl 
activity I the Sutrak^ra has cstablish6<l that the Kamo 
Brahman is After once ' ’ * iix brief 

his conception of Brahman, the Shtrakslra procecdK to 
show that, words hearing other senses elstnvhore, refer 
to Brahman alone in the Upanishads, and oven whihi 
doing so, he does bring out some esHOtitial (diarac- 
teristies of Brahman. With this double end in vitnv, 
he seems to arrange his latter portion of ihcj lirnt 
chapter. Hence, ©Feu: fkm 

srr^, =3TffT, 

mi, and 

iFT are all Brahman. refers to Braliinan and 

jivafcinan, Samprasdda refers to Brahman. Bne (dearly 
sees here that the aim of the iSntrakara is not only io say 
that these words refer to ' but tliai they 
2 


1 
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■ brin^ out u certain attribute of Brahman 

The Siitraktoj by following this method, develops, anc 
perfects his conception of Brahman, the investigation o 
which he has proposed to undertake in 
and whose definition he has given in 

Sankara in 1-1-2. observes as Mlows:- 

'U%Tcl ^ From this it 

can be seen that Brahman which is being investigated by 
the Sxitrakara is sarvajna^ fiarvashakthnat, and, therefore, 
kartri also according to his view as interpreted by S^ankara 
here. The Sutrakara’s jijrifhd thus refers to Brahman 
which is utf, etc., and ' established 

in the following Sutras, refers to the same Brahman; 
while according to S'ankara, the and the 

both refer to firfHiq Brahman. In ( l-l- l ), 

S'aukara observes : — 3 

■'U'qfqfiE^Rf^U ' X X X m 

%rafT In (2-1-14), 

S^ankara labours to show that, in a-h-pting the ideal of 
Brahman, he does not violate the ]>ra,£ijn((. 
of the Sutrakara expressed in qcfd 1 - 1 - 2 . The fact 

that throughout the latter portion of the Brahmamirnansa, 
Brahman is described as possessed of some attributes, 
confirms the view that the Sutrakara has not in his 
roind the ftifFiT and that b^anikara wants to 

impose upon him in the L-L-4. Valiabha also 

says, '?r =q ^ 1 %=srT%: ^ firiqtsftcf/ 

1-1-4. p, 1 15.Kes'‘ava Bhatta Kasbnirin, after showing the 
contradiction between the views of the Sutrakara and 
S'^ai^.kara, observes that, according to the reasoning of 
3 'a^kara, there can neither be anything like 
nor even ^cr: 5 t% g x x x 3 
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firweq etc., M-1, 

pp. 22, 23, Thus the g f i rf^^g nf of the 

Stitrak^ra, and that of S'arikara are different. S'an.- 
kara’s does not refer to Sfftrak^ra’s Brahman 

strictly speaking. S'ankara tries to bridge over this 
difficulty by splitting the Sfftrak^ra’s conception of one 
Brahman into twofold. S'ankara’s introduction to 
gives a very clear insight into his view of 
two Brahmans. According to S'^ankara’s own statement, 
the first ten Sfitras of refer to Brahman which 

is and of ^snr^, and that 

it is chetana, and not jada frakriti. The scope of the 
Yed^nta sfitras then following is thus explained by him; — 

ft ^ 

X X X m 

%^p%yr ft ^^ ift 5f#f^ qd Again in 

the next adhikarana- y- .• '/he says: — ^ 3 

f>r<5rj»i^^fq%q qR%^ ^q m 

ftl^% ^c5rrftfn\ This is how 


S^ankaradraws a distinction between ftp'll and . 

So far as his f?rft%q pl^is concerned, the lakshana of Brah- 
man, given by the Sfitrakto in has no bearing 

whatever. In S'ankara says that 

etc,, has been written by the Sfitrakilra to refute the 
S"' !ikii}'as and others, but that definition has only reference 
to the Brahman. Its etc,, are 

not to be attributed to Brahman in the highest sense 
(qWT^O* Brahman is called uqqrf^uq., so far as 

there is 

3'msi’ 2-1-14. Thus according to 
Saijkara’s view, the Brahman, whose definition is given 
by the SfitraUra, refers only to the SfK, and the 
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coriclv.dino' Siitra, teaching the 

non-retum of those who have reached Brahmaiij wouldj 
by a parity of reasoning, refer to the lower or saguna 
Brahman, a creature avidyd. We fail to trace this view 
to any Shtra, neither does Sankara support it by any 
Sutra, hence, in the absence of any convincing proof, we 
cannot take this to be the view of the Shtrakto. Looking 
at the Vedanta Mim^as^ as a whole, one sees that, in 

the Siitrak^ra undertakes the investigation of 
the Brahman, in etc., declares that 

is Brahman’s in Siltras like 

rnigJTFrf^srr/ he removes the of and 

in Shtras like he removes the of jivilt- 

man; in the second chapter, the Shtrakh,ra declares 
that even though Brahman Jtv^tman are aiui'n.ya, still 
Brahman is adhika, this being the reason why nnliko 
Brahman he does sometimes ahiia to himself; that 
Jlv^tman is the an4a of Brahman, that his Ih-ahman- 
hood, omnipresence, etc., are through his relation with 
Brahman, that the Jlvi.tman is a kartri under the con- 
trol and guidance of para Brahman; in the third chapter, 
the Sutrak^ra teaches how secure a body fit for 

the acquirement of and in the fourth chapter, this 
Jivatman, by the aid of mm reaches Brahman by 
from where he does not return^ vide Ar^itibha- 
shya 2’-3-29. Dr. Deussen, in his ‘System of the Ve- 
danta, on pp. 98—99, thus suiii mo rises the teachings of 
the Brarimasutras; — The first part contains, in j^dhyaya 
I, the theology, which, on the basis of seven times foim 
passages of the Upanishads, discusses the essence of the 
Brahman, its relation to the world as creator, ruler, 
destroyer, its relation to the soul, and its various names 
and attributes. This is followed, in Adhyaya If, by 
cosmology which is concerned with the relation of the 
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world to the Brahman as cause, its gradual evolution 
from and reabsorption in it, and, from II-3-15 on, the 
psychology, in which are thoroughly discussed the nature 
of the soul and its organs, its relation to God, to the body, 
and to its own deeds. In Adhyaya III, comes first the 
doctrine of iraji:<!tiigr;:fioij, then a supplement to psycho- 
^c>gy (III, 2, 1-10), another to the Ui-:::;]-;:;/ (III, 2, 
11-41 ); the rest of the Adhyaya contains a miscellaneous 
assemblage of discussions, for the most part exegetic in 
character, as the chief content of which we can, in any 
case, with Sankara, consider the teaching of the means 
) to attain the higher and lower doctrine, that is 
the knowledge and worship of the Brahman. For the most 
part these discussions deal with the strange question 
whether certain passages of the Veda are to be compre- 
hended in one Vidyil or to be separated, a question which 
has a meaning only for the lower doctrine, with its aim 
of worship. Finally, the conclusion of the work, Adhyillya 
IV contains eschatology; it sketches in detail the depar- 
ture of the soul after death, and how some souls follow 
the way of the Fathers to a new incarnation, while, 

on the contrary, others, the worshippers of the Bralvman, 
are led along the way of gods ( ) higher and higher 

upwards to the Brahman, Vhence there is no return' 
according to the Opanishads. 

After thus summarising the system, ho goes on to 
say "but not without ruriber conditions, according to the 
reasoning of our (Sankara's) system, for this Brahman is 
only the "lower' Brahman, that is, as con side red as posses- 
sing attributes "guipia', it is the object of worslup, and not 
of "perfect knowledge' only after this latter, 

that is, the esoteric doctrine is imparted to the pious in 
the world of Brahman, is he also liberated; until then, 
although he is in the world of JBrahaian, and a partaker of 
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Lordship 'his darkness is not yet driven away’, 

‘his ignorance not yet destroyed’, that is, he possesses 
only the lower doctrine 1%^’, whose content consists 
of all that has hitherto been mentioned, not the opposed 
higher doctrine, the or that is, the pure 

philosophic, esoteric doctrine, which, in every part of 
this picture of the world with its empiric colouring, 
crops up in contradiction with it, and whose results, 
according to the metaphysical standpoint which we 
occupy, we may find strange, or admirable.^ Tlius Dr. 
Deussen says that there is a contradiction between the 
s3’sicm which is deduced from the express Sutras of 
BMarijana, and the esoteric doctrine of Sankara, and 
then proceeds thus to explain Sankara's esoteric doc- 
trine: — ‘In the department of Theology it teaches that 
the Brahman is not thus or thus, but altogether without 
attributes ‘’501/ distinctions ‘‘firtiw’and limitations and 

therefore in no way capable of being defined or conceived. 
And this Brahman,devoid of all limitations, is only being, 
outside which nothing is; therefore in the department of 
there can be as little question of the origin of 
the world as of its existence, but only of there being 
neither anything different ‘‘^TT^fT’ from the Bndimau, nor 
any plurality of things and that the world extended 
in names and forms is non-existent is only a glamour 

‘WRIT’ which Brahman of course as master-magician 
‘ 5 RrRrrl%l, projects as the dreamer projects dream- 

forms. In the same way all farther Psychology falls 
away after the f .'Jiving ‘that thou art' is com- 

prehended, according to which the soul of each human 
being is not an emanation, not a part of the Brahman, 
but fully and completely the Brahman. For him who 
knows this, there is no more migration for the soul, 
nor even liberation; for he is already liberatcid; the con- 
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tinned existence of the world and of his own body appears 
to him only as an illnsion, the appearance of which he 
cannot remove, but which cannot further deceive him, till 
the time when, after the decease of the body, he wanders 
not forth, as the otliers, but remains where he is and what 
he is and etoro.ally was, tlie first principle of all things, 
‘the originally eternal, pure, free. Brahman/ 

This is a very fairly accurate view of S^airihara as 
laid down hy Dr. Doussen, Sankara^s views about 
cosmolc’.gy, psj'cliology and eschatMicgy are examined in 
the sections of Jagat, Jlvatman and Moksha respectively, 
and have boon shown not to flow naturally from tho 
Sutras of IhulaTiXyaua as they stand at present. Here 
wo arc concerned with the consideration of Brahman, so 
we shall examine hero his view as to whether Sai:ikara’s 
distinction of higher and lower Brahman can ’"y 

be \vorko<l out from tlie Sutras of Badarayana. It has 
T)cen suggested above that so far as our casual survey of 
tho Brahmashtras is eea-m-ued, Sankai%'/s distinction, 
between the higlior and the lower, 

s’rfTbu, dPTTBr't: I>rahman, is not found to bo counte- 
nanced by tho Sutras of leblirayuM'!. 

Tho most important ^iutras, on this point, are to he 
found ill the second pfida of tho third A>lJtj/ay(r.. The adhi- 
karana, bogi ailing with ^ fk/ and 

ending with thosulra ( 3-2-11-21 ), deals with the 

question, whether Brahman is or or both 

heginulng noth 

^frt and ending w^hh the Sutra '3:(BiTrra(:]-3-23-30), 

deals with, tho question of Bi^'4 which rofers to the 
of Hraliman, and not to Brahman itself, or in the words 
of Dousson, deals with the qiUMtion of tlio possibility of 
‘ ‘ tlio BfF'ihq Brahman or esoteric Brahman. This 

is the scope of ilioHc siHras as stated by §ai,rkara. 
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At the outset, it may be remarked that it is rather 
somewhat strange to find these Sfitras (3-2, 11-30) in 
the third chapter, which, as its very name suggests, 
purports to deal with the question of s4dhanas. But as 
none of the Vedanta doctors have questioned their legiti- 
macy, we shall deal with them as they are to be seen at 
present. These Sutras seem to be rather obscure, and this 
seems to account for the vast divergence to be noticed in 
the existing Bh^shyas regarding the sense of these Sutras, 
as well as the arrangojiir n.!; of them into the adhikara^as. 

From the first adhikarana (3-2-11-21), Sankara thus 
works out the of his Brahman. According to 

Sankara, the human soul, when freed from all becomes 

identical with Brahman in stages like dreamless sleep. In 
his IViulsIij-a on the Ohhj-ndogya also, Sankara says that 
by the word the suggests the identity of the 
jiv^tman and Brahman. The Swarupa of this Brahman 
is being investigated in this section by the aid of the 
Tedic passages. Concerning Brahman, says S'ankara, 
there are Vedic passages of two kinds. One set of Vedic 
passages like gffer:’ teaches that 

Brahman is while another set of Vedic passages 

like teaches the of Brahman. 

Now the Brahman in itself, continues S'^a^ikara, cannot 
be both, for it is not possible that one and the same thing 
in itself should be and It is true that we 

might think that Brahman in itself is and becomes 

by grqrf^s. But one thing cannot become another 
by the fact that it appears to be connected with limitations 
(OTrf^s); the crystal remains clear even when it has 
as it is an error to take it red in itself, 
so in case of Brahman also, the is due to limitations 

etc., and rests only on Ignorance f ^ ). 

Therefore S^aj^-kara concludes that Brahman is free from 
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all cliferenees and perfectly uncliaiigeablc, and not the 
contrary, ^ ^ k. ^ 

JT the reason being that in all the 

passages like etc., where the swarfipa of Brahman 

is taught, it Is declared to be devoid of all limitations 
etc., " Having worked out the of 

Brahman thus, in the next Sdtra, %? 

3 - 2-125 S'^an.kara further elaborates the same by 
declaring that Brahman is How does it ’ 

then that in many })assagcs of scripture, manifold forms 
are attrn)iitcd to Brahman? Should wc not admit that 
by such passages a difforence of form is actually brought 
out? Por otherwise 

what is the purpose of the passages of scripture which 
attribute dinhj’cuilatlon to Brahman ? To this it is 
replied that in every passage ^^hcrc limitations appear, it 
is further said that Brahman is not afFccted by them, 

sitHRrfo wm/ Having thus omphaBised 
the oi‘ Bralnnan, Sankara remarks, ?r 

sjipfJT: ^ The 

next Sutra, %rk%/ has been' written, to teach the 
cognition of a.hheAa which is preceded l>y a censure of 
the ’)erc(;pi,i-i!i of bheda. How is it that only tho 
Brahman is insisted upon when the Vedie |>assagtiB des- 
cribe Brahman jih both ? To this <picst:oii, an answer is 
by fo ■ 3 “2-1 4. Brahman is not 

because Vcdic passages like etc., expressly 

doolaro that forihq Jirahman is Tiicn wliat about 

the Vcdic passage's (v;iehiiig llrahman as ? To 

this an answer is givttu in ' - 0.3,1 5^ 

light of the sun ami the moon, when it falls on the linger, 
shares in the huger ’s limitations, and in conformity with 
it, seems crooked, when it is croulcod, ‘ ' ^ ' when at is 

siriiigiib m also Brahman, when it in united with 
3 
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assumes its forms. Sueli an is not 

for it is taught for the purpose of It is therefore 

by no means purposeless. All the words of the Upa- 
nishads have a purpose, and are jniilioiTiaiivo, but this 
does not prevent this view of Brahman’s etc., from 

resting on Ignorance all the same, for on inborn lo-n- 'rance, 
depends worldly action as w^ell as those prescribed by the 
Teda. The Sutra, ^ 3-2-16, also teaches the 

of Brahman, The Sutra =^«frsfq 

3-2-17, emphasises the of Brahman by quotations 

from and After explaining the Sutras, 

=^r'T5?T ■ 'J, and ^ 3-2—18-19, in 

the same strain, Sankara remarks in ‘ i 
3-2-20: — Just as the 

increases with the increase of water, moves with its 
motion, is in the same way, the one 

Brahman assumes the ^^s of In the last Shtra, 

3-2--21, Sankara concludes again emphasising the 
same view on the authority of certain passages of the 
Veda. In the end, Sankara gives it as his opinion that 
Brahman is ^ ^ H 

1%^' 3-2-21. 

The interpretation of these Sutras by Sankara can- 
not he taken to be convincing, because it is not consistent 
with what the Siitrakara has said before, and even if we 
do not mind this inconsistency with the previous Sutras, 
the interpretation of the Siitras and Yedie passages can- 
not he denied to be very forced. In "jt 

fk/ S'ankara explains the words by 

wording of the SAtra does not in the least suggest this 
Tiicirinirig, nor is it to be found in this third chapter, nor in 
the whole of the j\llmans^ Sastra. The word Sarmfra is 
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once found before in iipT-;;r#^.Tr 1-2-1, and tlicro also, 
no siig'gcistioii is to bo found in favour of S'ankara's inter- 
pretation. I foiice tliat explanation owes its existence to 
S'ankara's zeal for tlic NiriuMia l^ralunan. Even the 
latter halves of the sentoncos, r}Uf)tG(l ]>;/ S'ankara in sup- 
port of NiniUcsha Jh'ahnian, do not snp])ort his view^ 
but go against him. The first sentence quoted is this:-— 

^ 5 o In tliis ])assago tlio 

same Braluiian whicli is A^alnhua etc., is doscril^od to be 
Aiid'J.ijamuila^ nmkatali pura and dlu'ava, wsiioli, in their 
turn, imply the mvr^cslutlon of j:2r:ihman. Moreover, 
wlion it is established licre, that Brahman is .hV/v'v v/,-/, 
the following Sutra, "wm^:ivii^TT‘4:'Trcr./ be.comos njdundant. 
To consider that this doctrine, which is to be proved there, 
is proved hero, is also rather incongruous. Again, the in- 
terpretation of the Sutra, doos not ap- 

pear to be supported by the V(jry hjxls, which Shinkara, 
quotes in his support. The first text, (pieted by Shmkara, 
is etc., q-8-.S. 1diis sentence has been spoken 

by the sago Yujnavalkya to explain to Gargi tlie nature of 
Brahman, so first he says As'di/dam t'/c*., and then at once 
teaches the '' ' ai)ih(irthii<Hfhur((hitiHi^ begin- 

ning with dn lit. ri tint, and ending with 
J fence to lay unnecessary stress on the negative words 
like asthiVjtvi eifj., uikI to say thaf< tlu^ ydr ridrsha Ih'ah- 
man alone is taught, and to disn^gard comphitcly the 
context teaching divine attributes of Brahman like praddr 
nitrkntf, etc., is not fair. A^Uhftlam. etc., can 1)0 reconciiod 
by saying that the ii.hhcdh.a^ there referred to, is only the 
negation of what is to be found in the world of prakriti, 
it is only a '/twliedJuf, of *' ov hfiddhi things, and not 
a wholesale negation of every tiling incltiding oven attri- 
butes divine like pnfjfhdtnlaa etc, Tlie second kdiludm 
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sentence etc., does not, as already shown above, 

support S^ankara’s contention that Brahman is absolutely 
devoid of any aifnb;itc.-i. ^ The third 

'jiiotatiovi is from the Chh^ndogya, 1 

% 8-14-1. This sentence is very clear. It 

distinctly teaches that the revelation of names and forms 
is an attribute of Brahman. It teaches 

Brahman as possessed of attributes, saviieslia, and it is 
rather strange to find Sankara quoting it in his support. 
The fourth is quoted from Mundaka 
^ mi ( 2-1-12 ). That also cannot be taken to 

teach the out and out iiirvi^eshatva of Brahman. By 
calling the purusTia armkta^ it does not deny mh'ti abso- 
lutely, it may be iyattd*panmdna^ for it, at the same time, 
says that puruslia Brahman is cllvine-diirija, 
or But the passage quoted goes further, and 

declares that the purusha is greater than the great ahsliara 
Brahman, Thus this passage also goes 

against the nirvUeshatva of Brahman. The last sentence 
quoted by S^a^ikara is from the Brihad^ranyaka 

m 2-5-19. Even when 

we consider this sentence without any reference to the 
context, the very word sarvdnuhMJi -uggOr'iS an inference 
against S"an-cara’s absolute negation of any attributes in 
Brahman. If there was no sarva^ how was Brahman 
to be sarvdnuhMJi? Taken 

with the context it further goes against S'ankara's 
view. This quotation is at the end of the Madhu-BraM 
mana. In the beginnln .:- of the df qts- 
^ is repeated fourteen times in order 
to teach the sarvatva of Brahman. Then there is further 
taught the ^ ' then as an explanation to ^ 

3sr%q>^5p' is added ^ ^ ^ 
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whicli directly declares not the absolute negation 
in Sa:GLkara^s sense, but the ancLiitaTupciid or safvdtvd of 
Brahman, Hence the so-called ^mminmGQ-pradhdnata of 
nirvUesha Brahman, according to Sankara, cannot be 
fairly worked out here, Sankara's very appropriate 
remark ‘‘rfH ■; srf^iqg, 

loses much of its force, when he says that 
the of Brahman is due to ^1%, because 

according to him, what is due to cannot be said to 
belong to the thing itself, and also because all the 
are 

Even Yedic passages like ^ arsTT'^ wm m 

^ at best teach the 

and Brahmavid^s and not its The 

quotation from Geeta ^ 

J?c^ ^ !T 13-12, refers to and 

stages of Brahman on the authority of 2-1-1 7-B. S. 
Moreover this conclusion is strengthened by the fact that 
the Geeta further describes Brahman as 
etc. Attributes like Kr^viv^.. --v etc., cannot be prdhrita 
lauhiha^ hp i. The i”:*- r, ■‘..r',- given in the 
Shtra 3-2-20, can be explained by the fact that there 
is no difference in the either in less or more 

water, pp, 945-946. B. S. S. 

Thus it has been shown that so far as the Shtras 
and the texts of the TJpanishads are concerned, Sankara's 
effort to work out the absolute of Brahman in 

this ( 3-2-11-21 ) cannot be justified, Fow in the 

next (3-2-22-30 he works out his interpretation in 
the same strain, and concludes: — sr 
( 3-2-22 ). The Sutra \ 

3-2-22 is thus explained by Sankara. 
The etc,, here chosen, is from the 
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In the passage in question, W follows a statement 
of the two riipas of Brahman viz.. ^ and Both 

these forms, according to Sankara, are denied of Brahman 
by It is by the aid of this Stitra that Sarikara 

establishes his strict By denying everything 

except Brahman which is he distinguishes his 

system from the of the B; li:, . Every tiling 

except the Brahman is to be denied, and the Brahman 
itself is to be, if at all, described by all negations. This 
is the essence of the Vedanta according to him. Thus 
his system should be very aptly called, not the 
the doctrine of non-duality, but or ^singularism' 

in the words of Sir Ramkrish^ia Bhandarkar, 

Thus there are two sorts of passages to be found in 
the Upanishads, one teaching the Brahman as and 

the other teaching it as Sankara subordinates^ 

nay rejects, the Vedic passages teaching Brahman as 
as shown above^ calling them useful only in 
^TOITS, which in their turn, are products of accor- 
ding to him. On what authority ^ap.kara bases this theory 
of his, we are unable to trace. No Stitra of Bfi dar.^jana 
can with certainty be taken as an authority' for drawing 
this distinction. In doing so, he, it appears, departs from 
felines of the In (3-2-15), he remarks 'sj 

Thus according to the principle laid down by Sankara 
himself ( and this seems to he the view of ‘the Sutrak^ra 
who, as a true Vaidika, has undertaken to set aside 
and to work out harmony of the (?orini;dirig Vedic 
passages ) the ^ would not be set aside, ^ if some 
passages are subv?:- If or deprived, as is done by Mm 
0 their primary importance and significance. Beino* 
passages of the Veda, their authoritativeness is equal, and 
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they clesorvo to !)C equally respected. The difficulty of 
contradiction should have been set aside on the principle 
laid down by Eridariiyana in 2*1-27* 

This seems to be a very strong piece of argument to refute 
S^'ankara’s theory of Brahman. The argu- 
ment that, because the is to be worked out, 

S'^ankara is justified in sahcr-Tiiialing. or rather vejcGi.!ng 
Vedic passages to ones, and thereby re- 

moving the fqd'q between thoni, would not stand a 
raoment^s consideration; the hollowness of this argument 
is not diffieult to be seen. Tlie fqd'qas such, can rightly bo 
said to be roconeilcd, when both sorts of Vodie passages 
deserving of cipial weight as they are, arc given their due 
and equal weight and sco])c. S'ankara's way of looking at 
the ffffs, one must a lmii, not only subordinates the 
^fds, but renders them meaningless ultimately. What 
prevented S'ankara from an unqualified su])mission to the 
letter of the Veda, in complete disregard of the so-callcd 
gRhiqfrq, as was dom) by the learmal Sutrakura in 2*1-26-27, 
is a question, wliicli cannot ])o satisfactorily solved, 
8'utikara ought to have accepted the jirinciplc, which he 
himself expressOH so very torsoly in 2-1-27. ^ m, 

;5¥|:2p|fq 

uPmrqPi- 

efPf 

m f¥n 'iklPwa: '^ifP-Fr^qT: ^ W 5T 

vh'Wro 24'7p{M: 

irq P, ,■;■'■ ' Thus Jirahiuaii’s 

being there is no PKtq. Whai seems im- 

poHsiblo to us becomes possible in the vAmi of Brahman. 
Thus has ilu^ Putrakfira s<*i asid«‘ " '' so, follow- 
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ing the same reasoning he removes in 3-2-11-30, the 
which appears to exist in the various attributes of 
Brahman. The SHtra f|' 3*2-23, declares that 

Brahman is — that which cannot be comprehended. 

But this want of comprehension or is not due to 
Brahman’s being devoid of any fk^n; ^ etc,, can be seen, 
from the next Sutra ^ 3F-^iji'T5iTT»TTi"irfC 3-2-245 

where it is taught that Brahman is seen in =ira'Hi"rr:v?. 
Kow if Brahman is absolutely what is to be seen 

or realised in the#a^1 Again, it would not be fair to 
say that what is seen in is a product of nescience, 
for as S^aipthara remarks, this is and hence, it 

should be accepted as Thus the Shtrakltra seems 

to accept that Brahman is without or 

while it is when there is and irT=TW<(, 

and as such, the latter #fr would be S'aukara's 

absolute negation of firtr^s in Brahman is a view, which 
seems never to have occurred to the mind of the 
Sttrak^ra. This view is strengthened by the answers 
given by the Sdtrak^ra to the objc-clion raised by the 
S^ukhya, where the Shtrak^ra distinctly says that Brah- 
man is and ^ 

2-1-30 and 2-1-37 respectively. 

Again, the Sutra 3-2-27, 

seems to answer the view put forth above. It does not 
appear to be a Sutra, but a Siitra. N inabarka 

and Vallabha take it to be such. In ^wi- 

fifr fl’ 3-2-11, it is declared that Brahman’s 
cannot be due to ^f^s, for it is described everywhere as 
such ), (Vide Nimbarka’s Bh^shya on this 

Siitra ). To this question, this Siltra seems to furnish an 
answer by saying that just as it is natural in a serpent to 
assume and forms, so Brahman at will assumes 
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forms of all sorts. This view is not singular. Yallabha 
also says the same thing when he observes 

mi X X 

3-2-27. The above view is again supported by the Upaiii- 
shads which frequently describe Brahman by contraries'^. 
Vallabha gives another explanation of the negative 
"srM ^ ^ ^ m: 

Anubh^shya B. S. S. p. 57. The 
should have reference to what one sees, and not to 
the attributes of Brahman, which have been spoken of in 
the Veda. The Shtra ft ulirr-^P; udt ^ 

3"2-22, does not deny etc., in Brahman, but simply 
(Vide !N imbarka-Bh^shya and Anii-Bh^shya on 
this Sintra). Hence in the absence of any SAtra directly 
supporting S^a^kara's view, it appears clear that his ac- 
ceptance of the negative alone is not sanctioned by the 
SMrak^ra. The SAtrak^ra seems to accept that Brahman 
is possessed of all (=iT-7?r-iT%^3 2-1-37.), and also those 
that appear to becontrary„ It is possessed of all wonderful 
powers, ( ^ 2-1-30, "^ricfrft %# ft' 

2-1-28). The negation of negative refers not to 'the 
divine attributes described of Brahman in the Upanishacl, 
but to the or snfU or ones. This seems to 

be the to explain to those who cannot see their way 
to accept Brahman as possessed of even contrary attributes 
on the authority of the Vedic texts and the 
of Brahman, for in that case there is no but a 
vflH, an mm, resulting in suggesting the glory of the 
great Brahman, and sowing the seed of devotion to it. 

9|tih<o{tqi^ STIWI l %o S"20aRSo 2-10. 

I 5-1. 1 

2 - 20 . 

4-5 
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This view, thus it appears, is in perfect harmony with the 
Silitras of hMai^ya^ia. Nimh^rka and E4m4nuja also 
favour this view. 8 'a^kara’s does not seem to 

have any connection with the Sutras of B^dai^yaria. 
l-his view is supported by the fact that none of the 
¥ 0 di.nta wiiters accept fe'ankara's view of Brah- 

man to be the \iew of the ttitrak^ra. 

Tims, accoiding to BMar^yfi^a, the same Prahman 
is both Sankara's theory of 1%^ m 

and ^501 Brahman is further shaken off by R^dar^) a^a 
-in 3-2-2 I, and the Stitras tollowing. There the question 
is raised whether there is any greater Brahm in than 
■which has been described before. The answer given to 
this question in the following Shtras is in the negative. 
Not only is this Brahman the highest, but another 
its equal is prohibited. Thus the same Hrahman which 
is is the highest, ^q^af: 

.X X X X 3-2-H1,h2,.)3,34 

35 ,Ho, Lr. Tliibaut^ agrees with the view that S'jinkara's 
•theory of ^aguna and N irguna Brahman is not recognized 
by the btltrak^ra, but he thinks that S'ankara by recog- 
nizing Saguna and hirguna brahmans gives scope to all 
sorts of divergently conflicting ^ texts. But this sounds 
rather strange. To say that S'ankara understood or 
harmonised the Upanishads better than P^dai^ynna is 
placing the cart before the horse. S'a^kara's lower 
Brahman being a creature ot nescience, a non-entity 
in the highest sense, the scope given to gfiis is 

also illusive. BMai4va^ia dees not even dream of such 
a method, a fact evidenced by the absence of any Sfltra 
quoted by .‘"'ankara in support of this tlieor\. If in 

1. Vide Vedanta Sutra I. Introduction, p. li;8. Sacred Books 
of the East. 
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numerous places the Upanishads describe Brahman by 
contrary attributes, BMar^ya^a like a true Vaidic, with 
the great regard that he had for the letter of the Veda, 
without Subjecting one set to another, or accepting one 
set and rejecting another, refers both the sets to the same 
Brahman, and says that it is the highest. When the 
is pressed agamst him, he falls back on the letter of the 
Veda as in 2-1-27, saying that Brah- 

man in to be learnt only from scriptures, and th^t indepen- 
dent reasoning as such has nothing to do with it. 'Ihus 
it will he seen that Dr. Thibaut/s claim for S'ankara that 
he gives scope to all the is very weak. Badaraja^a 
decidedly has done better justice to all the ^s by refer- 
ring them to one and the same Brahman, while S'a^kara^s 
insistence on the alone has rendered his concep- 

tion of Brahman open to the charge that it owes its 
origin not to Veda or Stitras of BMai^yana but to 
Buddhism. ( Vide Bhaskara’s p. 124.). 

Thus it will be seen that the investigation of the 
S-fiitrak^ra refers to Brahman which is and u#- 

and therefore but not to Brahman as 

S'a^kara repeatedly says. Except Bh^skara, all the 
^Bh^shyak^ras are almost agreed with the view expressed 
above, and even Bh^ Sara's is very mild as 

eornp ired to that of S'ankara. \ allabhj/s commentator 

truly remarks: - ^ u uf 

i?r%t3rfg, ^ - ■ - •• •■''; p. 953. Agu-Bbashya 

FraM^a B. S. S. 

Pril:«ray:ina has established that Brahman whose 
mvestigati;)n he has undertaken, and whose definition he 
has given in ia possessed of wonderful po vers, 

creates the universe etc., for its sport, is S^ci^kara 
wants to refer the not to Brahman but to arfen, the 
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reasons for this being fiiTOfT and Here also he 

departs from the lines of the SutraMra. The Shtrak^ra 
considers this question in JT 

S-2-27, PaciarAyiVf.a says that Brahman is not to be 
charged with partiality or cruelty, for it allots fruits 
according to Brahman is Veda teaches 

so. Tl/ng:! here the Shtrak^ra gives as the 

reason why Brahman is neither nor he feels 

conscious of the difficulty that if Brahman were to 
allot fruits according to its ^5=5^ would to that 

extent be controlled by it, and so far its 
e^5aT?r:,’ etc,, would be limited. Hence, to avoid this 
(.1 ■](;(;! ion he says in that Brahman alone 

allots fruits and not Giving fruits according to 

Brahman is not controlled by them. This seems 
to be the reasoning of BMar^yaua. Of course he says 
is and hence it is possible for Brahman to 
allot fruits according to ^^rs, but then the difficulty arises- 
if the is how is Brahman to create it ? To 

this his reply is that ^ and 5553 ^ teach both. After remov- 
ing this doubt, he cuts short the argument by the Stea 
meaning thereby that Brahman is possessed 
of all and that is in fitness of things. word is 
BldaiA-yaua’s shelter in case of difficulty, while S'ankara^s - 
is ^rfelT. S'ankara^s interpretation of these Sfitras is 
correct, though according to the reasoning of S^ankara^s 
system the answer would be different. According to 
S^ankara^’s reasoning there is no question of and 
Brahman’s is hence its much more 

so, happiness and misery are and the human soul is 

also a creature of nescience. How does Brahman become 
joined with Of this the ShtrA,s give no trace. 

Even S'aukara does not give any reason for this, as is re-* 
marked by Dr. Deussen: — reality (wnfe,) there is 
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nothing nlse b asides Brahman alone. If we imagine we 
perceive a transformation (1%^?) ot Him into the world, a 
division of Him into a plurality o( individual souls, 
this depends on But how does this happen? How do 
we manage to deceive oursel ves into seeing a transformation 
and a plurality, where in reality Brahman alone is? On 
this question our authors give us no information.’’ System 
of Vedanta p. 302. Bhdarayana does not give any 
information on this point, because as shown above, he does 
not hold this view, and S'ankara does not give any reason 
because it is not possible to do so. Hence Dr. Deussen’s 
remark: ‘But the system gives no real ground for this 
assumption' (S. V. p. 303) can be applicable only to 
S'ankara's reasoning. When diva’s is due to Brah- 
man (TOr.3 ), when Brahman is itself the source 
from which all activities dow, how can Brahman be 
Since Brahman is unfettered by anything like 

etc., at will it becomes ^ or Hence Bfidarayana’s 
system is not to be oliargcd with ' ’ neither his 

Brahman is to be charged with partiality or cruelty, for 
Brahman’s creation or One can- 

not be unjust to one’s self, one cannot be said to be unjust 
or cruel, if one were to do anything for the sake of fun, 
similarly Brahman cannot bo said to be imjust or cruel to- 
wards its own cremation created for the sake of only. 

Thus the Brahman whose investigation 13a(l:rrAyo.!U] 
lias undertaken is— possessed of all •'•ms/ all wonderful 
puwers/'^ itisiudepeudont docr,^ atlaj’ it is untouchocH’ by 
the short-comings of the Jivatman; itrosidcs in the heartf» 

J. 2~l’”;57. 2, ^ 2-1-30. 3. 

1-1-2. 4. 1-2-9, a. 

1 - 2 - 21 . 0. iillf (f 1-2«11. 



it is v-v“- ^ itis^^;2 it is it is 

it is «T3P?TW;® it is it is and S3?T»T^; it is 

it is «TFK It is everything. 

beyond Vi§% etc.. Gunas of ^ ^ etc., 

have no to??? with it, hence it is f^or. It is 
it is 3nTO=fR/^ it is the support^® of heiiven and earth; 
these attributes are divine. The subject of negative 
has reference to attributes of sifift etc. The negative 
do not deny the divine attributes of Brahman spoken 
of ill other Vedie passages. 

This Brahman whose investigation Badaraynua has 
undertaken, and in whom harmony of all the Vedic 
passages has been worked out by him, for its 

own sport/® develops’-^ itself into Jadujivatmaka uni- 
verse, without un ingoing the least change,^® and with- 
out censing to be It alone shapes/^ and names 

the Jadajiv^tmaka universe making it N^inarupiltrnaka 
also. Just as Brahman, by its mysterious powers, makes 
and perceptible, while imperceptible, thus 
developing itself into similarly by making 


1 . 1 - 2 - 21 . 2 . U2-l'S. 

1-2-18. 4. vs;*^T X 1-3-8. 5. 

h 1-3-24. 6. 1-2-24. 7. 

1-2 32. 8. 1-3-14. 1-1-2. 10. 

1-1-5. 11. 1-1-11. 12. 1-2-1. 

IS. »iTO?fi5r??a3^ 1-1-7. 14. ^ 3-2-22. 

15. 1-3-89. 16. 1-3-1. In 

is describe! as ^TTT^rJTT^ and 3Tiln%qFf according to scripture 1-2-32. 
This also goes to show that there is no RflW in Brahman if the 
contradictions are sanctioned by Veda, because the of hrahraan 
is Sankara’s interpretation of these two words is forced, 

and consequently ia rejected by Ramanuja, Bhaskara, Vallabha, 
Madhva, Deussen and others. 17. ?if 1-1-4. 18. 

2-1-33. 19, 1-4-26. 20, 

2-1-27. 21, ■ Vliu.,: 2-4-20. 
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imp^^rceptihle the and develops aticfi 

i?3(5;tT3Tc^ prcJtijin^' thus an infinite beautiful variety^ 
Giving fruits to Jivas according to their Brahtnan m 
not Controlled by tliem. In becoming it does not 
become partial or cruel, Brahm m is Ratiocination 

has nothing to do with it. On the strength of the letter 
of the \ eda, this brahman, all-pervading’- as it is^ is to 
be reached from whence there is no return. It is on© and 
infinite. It is every t! sing. S'‘anhara''s thcoiy negativing 
cv{‘ry thing in Brahman cannot be supported by any of 
the Stltras of BMarilya^ i. Jhl larayaiia’s view seems to 
be to aflirm that J brahman is everything, rather thasn 
to deny evea-y tiring of Brahman. 

HUMAN SOUL. 

It has been shown fhat so far ns the Sdtras ot 
Bfldaravana are concerned, one fails to find anv trace of 
the theory of higher Brahman and lower 

Hralrinan, that all the p ssages of U “ 
describing !:5rah'nan as ''%Ri %%’ or etc., refer to 

the hamii ih'alunan, and tlie botweea th(^«e two sets 
of Vodic passages, transforms its<‘l{ into a the 

monnmt ci% as such is dismissed from our consideration^ 
and the letter of the Veda is wirJi implicit faith 
foli(»W(*d, without the least attempt to better or modify 
its 4iat.ural signincanee, and thereby accagiting f^raiunaoi 
to Ixi puss(!ss(ai of W()ndt‘rful powers amli all 

attributt‘.s or if one fails to see his way to 

then h(‘ may set aside the ftihr by nderring 
the iKgitive, Veilic p-issages b) or q^pis and 

the affirmative to divine ones, as is suggested b]/ 
liflnitnuja, Nitnbarka, or even by Valiabha in fl' 

^cit fpftfh ^ 3-2-22. V. S,, thus giving oqual 

I. iia»rigc 4-4-22. 



scope to both sets of Vedic passages without following 
Sai^ikara^s method of suhordiriaiing the affirmative to the 
negative ones, a method which on its fiee is not justified 
by the fact that the Vaidikas like Ba.diirayana are always 
anxious to revere all the Vedic passages whether like 
or like with the same reverence. 

Now let us take up the consideration of the human 
soul- Jiv^t man. The whole body of the VedUnta Siitras 
dealing with the nature of the Jiv‘2,tman, is to be found in 
the third ptlda of the second chapter of the Brahmami- 
mins^ (2-3-1 6-5o). Ebdar^-ana begins thus: — In 

2-3-16, it is said 

that birth, death, etc., refer to the body of the human soul. 
In it is taught that Jlv^tman has 

no i3cT%. Vedic passages deny the of Jivfltman, they 
on the contrary teach the of J !va. In 2-3-1 S, 

it is taught that Jlva, though by nature is a on 
the authority of the Veda. S'aiikara^s insistence that Jlvn 
is only and not a knower goes directly against 

the wording of the Sutra. In Siitras 2-3-19-28, it is 
taught that JMtman is of the size of an atom, because 
^rfcT and are spoken of him in the Veda; even 
if be otherwise explained, the «Tf?r and eFfT^rfcr do refer 
to Jlv^tman as suchj that ^ passages describing Ji vat- 
man as non-Anu describe him as such in his capacity of 
Brahman; where Jivatman's Brahmanhood is to be em- 
phasized, there only he is described as non-auu*f^; Vedic 
passages do teach Anutva of Jivfitman as well as suggosi, 
it; the objection that the%^ of Jivfltman as he is atomic 
oannot be pervading the whole body, docs not 

stand. Just as though applied to one part produces 
coolness in the whole body, similarly the of Jivfltma.n, 
atomic asheis, spreads over the whole body; like ehandana 
div^tinan has his abode— in the heart, the Vedic passages 
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tcaeli tlic same thing. On the analogy of the diainozid or 
the ]aiii[), also the Jlvatman's %?Rf spreads over the whole 
body. I'liesc latter instances seem to be given because some 
onemight urge that minute particles produce coolness in the 
case of chandana, and that tlic Jivatman has no particieSj 
hence just as tlie light of a diamond spreads over a wider 
space than is occupied by the diamondj in the same way 
even though the Jivatman resides in the heart, his cliaitan- 
ya spreads over the whole body. cannot exist without 
hence, if the Jivatman resides in the heart, and is of the 
size of an atom, his cliaitanya wmiild not be 
this objection is set aside by EfidarAyana on the analogy 
ol’ Vcdic passages also teach the anutva of the 

Jiviltnian. Tlie 'ffd passage, ‘5i|Rn teaches 

that by the JivA,tman pervades the whole body. 

Hence the conclusion is that the Jivatman is of the size 
of an atom. Why is the Jivatman then said to be etc., 
if it is reallyaiiu ? If tlic Jivatman is really diflerent 
from J^rahman, why is etc., taught by tlie Vcdic 

passages ? These questions the author of the Slitras 
answers in uw-H 2-3-29. The JivA»tman 

is described as braliman, ote., because be derives these 
attributes from Brahman on the analogy of the Just 
as the w, though a „ is, in ih'iliadA.raii.yaka, des- 
cribed as - the attributes like 

which are iiralunan’s " similarly when the 

of the rlivatman is to bo emphasised, ho is described as 
frf etc. Tins is the interpretation favoured by Nimbarka 
and Vullabha, ami it is strengthened l)y the preceding Siitra 
^ - 2-;;J>23, where etc., are said 

J. Modern sniinua,? nmy a liaw iu thin reiiHouioK aui 

BsidarHyaJHi^s \iew jh tjlear. He waiitw to nay ibai tlic «livatmaa*fi 
reHiileucf in the heart, Iiih ainUva, aud hiH 'I'H'-! are all 

poHfiihle. 



‘0 r^rlbure l to the Jivdtman to declare liis Brahmari- 
Iio.-il Hence, according to BMardyuna, the Jivi-tman is 
when in Bralimabh^va he experiences eto.^ on 

tcoiiiit ot his Brahraanhnod. luiindnuja, Madh\'^a, Nim- 
i^irka and S'reekantha ail accept the Jiv^traao to b© anu. 

S'aiikara interprets the Siitras 2-3-19-28 as belonging' 
to aid 2 - 3 - ‘ ' as a 

^ reidn'Dg and rejecting the Jiv^tsnan’s anutm and 
Ids %[c 7 . With some reservation^ i^hiskara 
rr'ankira andYijnana Bhikshu, though breaking 
the aiidkarapLa from says that divan's anutoa is 

due to S'an.kara explains ihe Sutra thus: — the first 

ef the Siitra 2-3-2 J refers to ete.^ and the se- 

Qjii I ''cT?’ to 3 ir 3 rf, etc., that tlie Jlvattnan through the ad- 
juu.jrs 1 1% silfir, etc., is described as anu, j ast as the ‘’srnrk 

the soul, thongh devoid of any is described 

as poases'^ed of all wts, and called etc., which 

are ^fers, S'a^kara’s interpretation has one nd vantage 
over that of !!il >, Madhva, and S'reekaiitha in the 
fact rliat he exp*ains the instance of ^snf’ somehow, while 
the otlirr writers fail to make out much of it. In fact, 
they see!ii to have lost sight of its importance. Dr* 
Tfdbaufc has also neglected to consider its importance. 
But \ allabha manages to interpret it, in an exactly 
oppO'ite way, by showing the appropriateness of the 
i:. stance. He says, just as sni who is merely a 
who IS not Brahman, is attributed on accoant of 

ids ■ la;::-- ri: io-j!;. so the Jivatman on account of his 
briliiiiiiihood is described as etc., though, he is 9!^* 
Vallabiiids exp!. i nation has this advantage that he has not 
to aid words like ^1% or OTfw which are never suggested 
in any of the of iari-ya^a either preceding or 

mg this iSiitra. Bh^skara^s reference to 
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2-3-15, in support of his reference of first to does 
not improve the case by the absence of any reason for 
translating not as but and 

The distance between the two Sutras suggests an in* 
ference against Bh^skara. 

But S'ainkara's arguments in favour of deserve to 
be considered independently. He observes in 

m ^ m m, rir^n-r^i 

^ nm ^ SHOT: %c^?rT5rT?i3i, mn\ %: 

S'a^kara thus advances three arguments in favour of the 
Jiv^tman’s tJxV., (l) ^cqx^^<ir, (2) 

(3) clT?3[Tr3P3fr'T^. It is worthy of note that none of these ariju- 
mentsfindany support from the Sutras of B5»dar^yanLa.The 
first argument, which S'a^kara gives, in favour of thefsf^i^ 
of the Jiv0-tman, has been used by Fa l.i!:b\arri to establish 
the eternity of the human soul, hence it cannot he t-iken to 
be conclusive. Ihe denial of does not conclusively 
prove that the div^tman is f^. It cannot he said because 
Jiva's has been denied, it is Brahman, and hence Rrg, 
The very argument goes against 8'ankara's view of 
which he accepts to be without ^3c?i% — aT^rrf^. It cannot 
he said because has no it is sun;, To this, it 
may be urged on behalf of S'aijikara that the accept i nee 
of any duality being opposed to the iT%r of 

the suggested by the denial of results 

in while alone suggests as in the 

case of 3T%JT, that is, there cannot be two things eternal, 
hence the of Jiva, taught by the 8utrakai‘a, teiches 
that Jlva is Brahman, and hence while arferr though 
has an end, hence it is fir^^T. 

To this argument, an answer is furnished frona the 
SiTtras of BaJarayarm. Even accepting the to 
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be there is no of the of ■ r'l 

This can he fulfilled by accepting 

the Jiv^tman to be an ^ of Brahman, as taught by 
Btldar^yaua later on in etc., or by 

taking the human soul to be a of Brahnian as done 
by JSinib^rka, or Sfw or by Ramanuja, and by 

taking the jiv^ to be with Brahman on the 
principle laid down by theSutrakara in - 

2-1-14. The ^ according to BMarayana, is 
with Brahman, the is with Brah- 

man, the fttw is with 1%%^ Brahman; hence the 
knowledge of ^ftpiBrahman includes the knowledge of 3^2iT 
Jiv^tman, The 5r%r on the other hand goes radically 
against S'aiikara’s views, because it can be possible of fulfil- 
ment only when there is ^one’ and ^alP, and that ‘'one’ is 
*allh The difficulty arising from the Vedic passages teacli- 
ing the of Brahman can well be answered on the 

principle laid down by BMar^yana in 
2-1-27. Thus the denial of the of the human soul 
cannot be worked out to prove that jiva is Brahman 
%. It cannot be taken to be the view of the author 
of the Sfifcras, 

The second argument of S'aiakara is based on a 
passage from ih.e^F%^ (^1)? 

Para Brahman’s entrance is taught in this 
hence says S'ankara, that the Jiv^tman is the same 
as Para Brahman — According to the reasoning of 
S^ankara, in the first place, there can be no 5i%, the WWFL 
being N’or can we interpret in the sense of ^rr, 
for Brahman being inside and outside the even 
vv'itliout ilie declaration of Brahman could have develop- 

ed names and forms. With this if we read 

teaching co-existence of Brahman and Jiva, the sense 
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that can be made out is this, that the Supreme enters with 
the Jivatman, and then develops names and forms. 
The difficulties, presented by the and 

can be answered by Ihldarnyana on the authority of 
2-1-27, Hence the argument of Para 
Brahman^s is not conclusive on the point of 

Jiva’s 

The third argument of S'ankara is This 

argument is based on the passage of the which runs 
thus: — ^ ^TTem, ^ 
3!f%/ It is taught by UduAlaka to his son S'vetaketu. This 
argument is on tlio whole stronger than the two preceding 
ones. But even Iicre one cannot say that this 
is in the sense ofShinkara. The 'm! of as^ Kanga 

llaimlnuja remarks, refers to The Veclie passage 

has been spoken with a view to teach %ci^ 'the knoudedge 
of everything by the knowledge of one’. With this end 
in view Uddillaka teadics his son that — this whole 

visible uni verse is — awe of?r^, it is because 

5Sr^is its thou art tliat— a mH 

clfl being a pronoun refers to the noun But apaid: 

from this, the faet remains that Jiva as such is not 
Brahman 5 then why does 'gffi say so? To the Vaidika 
the letter of the V'eda is all in all* Its authoritativeness 
cannot be questioned by him. 

A - to S'ankara, '3=ffu’ is possible thus. 

?!?! refers to Braliinaii, freed from and its products, 
onmisclencc-, omnipotence, etc., while refers to the. 
human soul, freed from and its adjanotsa^?qsfn=r. 

■4^, etc. Tims in both and second- 

ary sense is to be preferred in perfect disregard of the 
^ * y sense. S'aukara’s preference for secondarr 

I ®?s#5flllsRr. Series, 
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sense cannot be supported by any Sutra of B^darltyana. 
In addition to this, the result is that all of 

Brahman become the products of the *^1% and 9%g of 
Brahm m become firs^,and ^ passages and Mltras, reach- 
ing and 3f%=^ of J3rahmao, become 

The result is that one arrives at a point where the demar- 
cation line between S'ankara’s niriOT/:;. — absolutely 
negative system, singularism, and of Ahldhyamika 

becomes a problem of doui.t and difh'uil ty One cannot 
seriously dispute that there is Buddhistic influence work- 
ing here somewhere in one form or another. 

But if we take Jivaas ai^of Hrahman following tlie 


letter of Bddar^vani, then there is 55^ only of and 
this too is not but as Vallabha says, just as 

the crown-prince becomes king, so J iva becomes Hrahman 
and lie experiences he e\pe' fences (it tin* vrus 
of side by side with his The result luire in 

The \ edic passage, % als.. favours 

this view; besides the theories ot Sagup.i Nirguna Hrah- 
mans, etc., resulting from S'ankarn’s reasoning 

h^not to be resorted to. < )n the a ceptanco of ' ' of 

'si%’ Hrahman and JJva on the principle taught by 
I-adaiayan ain theidira, 2 - 1 - 14 , the 

can well be explained. The^v^R, that 

^ »8 wa er, °®™ing in contact with pu,<. vvat.er, bccotno.s 
so the soul of the muni knowiri<r i 

S„.?7h°; 

Tl.us w,. a.e driv. n 

to the conclusion that the Mitrah4, o' i r 

confirms the view that Jtv ^ ^ 

the state of^tl 1 r is Kpoket, in 

Thibant also at > ’ ^ 

be so very lengthy. ‘ ^ 
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If the reasoning above adopted is correct, then 
remark, 

qrr has no bearing whatever so far as the Sutras of 

Eadar^yai^ia are concerned. It also folio us from what 
has been said above that 8'ankara^s interpretation of the 
next three Sutras 2 3-30 31-32 does not seem to bring out 
the View of the Shtrak^ra. The Siitrakllra nowhere 
suggests this or The Sdtra, '-'J 

■^TrPi^c^rw =T is not veiy clear. The objection why 

low ^-Jiva is said to be the highest Brahman is set aside 
by sji viiig that once the Brahmanhood of the Jiv^fcman 
becomes manifest, he continues for ever to experience 
Brahma tva. and with it also. It is well said: — 

AijLii Bhn^ya. 2-3-30. 

The Brahmanhood — etc., bcDre the Jivatman 
experiences is latent in him; in the state of f%- 

3^, etc., develop in him on the analogy that which is 
latent in a child develops in him when he attains puberty. 

3 ^ 2’3-31. The next Sfitra 

""confirms this view, Uence the Ji vat man according to 
Bd laitayai:ia is and not or as Shn^kara 
the divd man is spoken of as Brahman in a secondary 
seriHC 80 long as ho is in but wheri ho is in 

when his becomes his is 3 ^“ 

fff-— in primary sense. Tlius it appears that 8'aTikara 
has clearly misunderstood the Butra 2-3-"29. Regarding 
this Dr. I hibaut also observes: - ‘Now, in the first o'l o.-; , 
nothing in rornext warrants the oxplan>tion of the first 
Huf by imddk'L And— wiiich is more important — -in the 
second place, it is more than doubtful whether according 
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to S'aiikara's own system the qualities of the Bucldhi such 
as pleasure, pain x x etc., can with any propriety be said 
to constitute the essence of the soul even in the samska 
state. The essence of the soul in whatever state, accord- 
ing to S'anhara's system, is knowledge or intelligence; 
whatever is due to its association with the buddhi is 
non-essential, or, more strictly, unreal, false, (Vedanta 
Sutra 1 -page 55.) Hence Shankara is not right in turning 
the Sutras as b(;longIi:g to 

The next adhikaran.a, consisting of Sutras 33 to 39, 
establishes that the Jivatman is a kartil. In support of the 
Jivtoan’s Imriritva^ the Siitrakara gives the following 
reasons:— ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) and 

(4) The '=5?' in the Shtra 2-3-36, 

^ ends the list of reasons given by 

the Sutrak^ra in support of the Jivdtman’s hartriimt. 
The next three Shtras deal with the question how it is 
that Jiva who is a kart^ does sometimes good or bad to 
himself. The Sdtra says just as the eye sees pleasant as well 
as unpleasant objects, so the Jivatman does actions which 
are sometimes beneficial or harmful to himself, because 
his powers are eripplod, and he has no which helps 
one to perceive what is or 3?%. 

2-3-37-38-39. The in the last SAtra, 
ends the list of reasons given for 
After once referring the Sutra to f?QTf|riq; 7 rj!. 

S'aukara’s referring the next Sutra * ^ 
refute Buddhi’s kartritva, and then again the last Sfiira 
to show that the JivAtmanis a kartA, is ratfier 
forced. The propriety of comes in the way, and 
Biklarayaua's reading instead of ‘'gfnPp^TRpr 

also a difficulty to meet which we have to strain oar-* 
selves to make out the sense. 
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Tlie next Sutra is 2-3-40. It is very 

important. The diversity in the interpretations of this 
Siitra by different Bh^shyakaras has enhanced our interest 
in it. S'aijkara in tliis Sutra puts forth the view that 
the kartritva of the Ji\4tman, established by Bttdarayaua 
in the previous adhikarana, is not Jivatman^s hartr-’ 

itva but the Jiviitman^s kartritva is a product 

of nescience; as a matter of fact^ the human soul is 
With this end in view, S^inkara proceeds to interpret the 
Sutra thus: — The in the Slltra is used in the sense of 

%/ and thereby it refutes the view, put forth in the pre- 
vious adhiluirana that Jivatmanis a The Jivilt- 

man's according to S'ankara, is not in the 

sense that heat is in fire; on the contrary as in the 

case of who busies himself with the axe and other 
tools in his hands, and feels pain, but afterwards goes 
home, lays aside liis axe and other tools, and in bis natural 
state rc‘j('icing and at ease feels pleasure, so too the soul 
as long as it is affected by the duality founded on ignora- 
nce, is ])usied in the state of dreaming and waking and feels 
pain, but when it enters into itself to thro'^9- off weariness 
into the highest self, it is freed from the complexity 
of the organs of \vork, is not an agent and feels pleasure in 
the state of deep wleepj it is the same in the state of libera, 
tion where it is reposes and is happy after gloom of 
ignorance is driven away by the torch of kuowlodgo. 
The simile of the carpenter is to be taken as follows:— 
the carpenter is, in respect of various kinds of work such 
as ffttiug, etc., and wdth regard to certain tools such as 
his ax’C, etc., an agent, but not an agent so far as his body 
goes, so too the soul in its exertions with regard to the 
organs, maiias, etc., is an agent, but not an agent with 
regard to his own self. The soul, as opposed to the car- 
penter, has not like him, limbs with which it could take 
6-7 
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tip the orgaus, manas, etc., or lay them aside, as the car- 
penter with his hands takes up, and lays aside his tools. 

Though this interpretation appears to hav^e been 
worked out very ingeniously, it is nevertheless a forced 
one. How can it be for a moment supposed that B^dar^- 
yan.a uses the in the sense of How can one convince 
the opponent that is used in the sense of ? It is 
more than probable that S'arikara is trying here to put 
forward a view that seems to have been never thought of 
by the Sutrahara, It is certain that this is not the view 
' of the Siitrak^ra, and one cannot seriously dispute that 
S^ankara here is reading his own individual opinion 
into the Sutra of B<V1 irayan i. This opinion is streng- 
thened by Dr. Deussen who, in his ‘System of VedA-nta’ 
page 319, referring to S'aukara’s taking in the sense 
of says thus: -‘a remark which possibly hints at funda* 
mental diflPerences between Bad;u'ayaii‘i and S'arikara/ 

It is better to take the Shtra as Rdm^nuja does, as 
a supplement to what has been said before. If the human 
soul were a as is taught in the preceding 

adhikarana, then, says the opponent, he would always re- 
main as such— 'sfedl—and hence he would never be free from 
action. To such an objection this Siltra furnishes an 
answer:-Just as even having with him an axe, etc,, 
works or does not work at will, so the Jivatman even 
though possessed of organs of !=p:;r:(di, etc,, ( , ... Vi f- 

at will works or does not work. Hence no 

Vallabha also considers this Sutra to be a sapplcmcnt 
to the theory of the Jivlitman’s propounded in the 
preceding Shtras, According to him, the Jivjltman is not 
only a Kdvtd but a Mliohtd also. It is not necessary, says 
. Vallabha, that Kartd and Bhoktd ought to be separate; just 
as m having made the chariot rides in it, so the Jivatman 
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does sometbing, and enjoys it. Yallabha farther says 
that by its very nature is not unpleasant; 

drinking milk, etc., is pleasant. 

In either ease the view that the Jiv^tman's 
is or and that he an is not 

-accepted. Whether one accepts T^^tmAniija’s or Vallabha’s 
rendering, it does not matter much; both seem to be more 
natural than that of S'ankara. 

It has been shown that S^a^kara's rendering of the 
Sutra, =q 2’340, is forced. The Sutra does not 

seem to consider the question whether the Jivatman^sqi|^ 
is or but as KA-mAnuj i remarks, this SAtra 

teaches the qjSrq or of the JivA-tman at will, just as a 

carpenter works or takes rest at will. S'a^kara cannot 
quote any Sdtra to prove the of the JivAtman to be 
^qjf^ or 9ufq?iqi. This Sutra cannot help him much. If 
the Jiv^tman^s is to be questioned at all, it can 

he referred to be due to w^^on the authority of the next 
^{itra, "q^T^ 2-341, rather than to or mfk. 

S'ankara has, However, independently of the Siitrakara, 
advanced the following arguments against the «JivA,tman’s 
(l) If Jtva^s qjfcq is then as 

^cannot be free from heat, so Jiva cannot be free from ^q, 
hence ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ^iVsrmfe is 

referred to soul. (4) Some passages teach 

Jiva's 5B|eq to be For these reasons, says S'ankara, 

the Jivatman is an arqjqf. 

The first objection can be met by taking the inter- 
pretation of the Sutra like T^;MiM;i;ij;i. On the other 
hand, if if^’s is insisted upon, then as is 
there can be no motive for etc., hence qs^cq 

•would be Yallabha also advances the same argu- 

ments in different words. He observes; — q =q 
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^ ^ OTf^itefq; 

ff%^ ^^Tcl ^iM 

5.“3rFiefm qr<w?5OT5i i mfmi- 

«Tc5?r%R»?^^ 9^^ ^ Again one fails 

to understand -why S'a^kara calls any sort of 
to be |:wr. It depends on how one takes it. Con- 
sidering to be imagining the existence of 
in 3TT^fJ=^^— ‘all these go to suggest that S'ankara is in- 
flueueed by deeply pessimistic leanings. When is 
taken in the light of the when individual sou?s 

is declared to be Brahman's, then there seems to be 
no valid objection. With great force does Yallabha ob- 
serve in 1-1-1:— 'ff ^ 

nv^K, ^ 

5^'TRT:, ^ 37% 

F5?5«i, 

f%31 wi ^ '=TT^?5;, 

cBirff^ 5^‘jT f%^3TU' qr^fT qqq^crfrqi^:?^'. 

These quotations from Geeta show how^s are to be per- 
formed» They do not say that Jiva is an but that 
he has to be a rf with mi by his side. The misery is due 
to ^*f3iV;T?-r and not to Hence r-!;dariiyaria teaches'" 

that Jiva’s is due to q^-^. 

The ^ passages can he explained otherwise. The 
quotation from^F^T^T does not teach -^qT^^iq, hut that 
is due to th sptts^). BMar^yai^a teaches the 

same in q^i^ 2-3-41. To add to all this, the Sdtrak^ra 
never suggests any of S'ankara's arguments, hut boldly 
goes on declaring Jiva's Hence the most skilful 
advocate of S'ankara would fail on this point. Thus the 
Jiv^tman's is ^qrTTTfqqj. 
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The nest two Siitras 2-34 142, declare that though the 
Jivatman is he derives his from Brahman-^. 
It is impossible for any balanced thinker to reconcile S"'a‘a- 
kara’s reasoning with that of the Siitrakira in 2.341-42 
2-341. Badarayana says that fft teaches 
Jiva^s to be derived from he does not say 

The next Sutra is v:.:: 

2-3-42. This Sfitra seems to have been written by BMarli- 
yana to refute the objection of and accruing to 
Brahman, by its being declared to be the final source of 
all activity-and thence of happiness and misery prevailing 
in the world at large. It S'ankara^s interpretation is taken 
by itself without any reference to his esoteric doctrine of 
Brahman, it is quite in harmony with 2-1' 34. 
All the Icliaryas take in the sense of 

and say as 5 rt| is sFirf^ there is no etc., because 
Brahman is In 3-2-38, it is 

taught that Brahman allots fruits, and Jaimini’s view 
that or allots fruits is refuted. Again in 3-2-5, 

bondage, etc., of the Jiv^t- 
man are referred to The Vedic ].)as5:.\ge, 

^ etc., teaches 

that the Supreme Lord makes a human soul do good or 
bad actions according to His will to raise or lower him« 
The Sfitra, states that the human activity 

has its source in Brahman. Hence it appears that when 
Brahman is the sole doer. He ought to be held liable for 
the misery and happiness of the Jiv^tmans, and they 
should not be made to suffer or enjoy the fruits of 
actions which are not strictly their own. 

1, S'^aiikara renders the Sutra thus: — He refers the to 

rendered in the sense of This is 

far-fetched* It seems better, with Ramanuja, Madhva, Nimbarka and 
Vallabha, to take it as 
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If we follow S'a^kara’s reasoning, this of 
gees away. But then we have to cast aside the 
purport of all the Shtras. Hence BMar^ya^ia must have 
in his mind a view, which refutes this objection of 
etc., and at the same time, is thoroughly consistent. The 
difficulty can be solved in two ways: — (O 
ring this contradiction to Brahman^s and the 

letter of the Veda; the Veda teaches that Brahman 
gives fruits; it may be according to ^s, or may not bej 
tiiorsgh giving fruits according to Brahman is inde- 
pendent of when Brahman gives fruits according to 
Bis sweet will, even then He is not liable to tw, etc., 
for Veda teaches so; (2) by taking the not as 

-f as all the have done, but as — (m) 

Ihe advantage of taking the Sutra this way is 
clear. We have not to bring in the word ^'t^from the drift 
of the but from the Sutra just preceding. Accord- 
ing to this view, the whole becomes In 377 ^ 57^^2 

qflTOR' l-4'26, it is taught that the is and 

in 2-1-83 it is taught that this 

37ir??^i%is in 2'3-43 etc., 

it is taught that the Jiv^tman is an 37 ^ of^H^; in 
5 3-2-5, it is taught that the Jiv^t- 

man's Brahmanhood is — has become latent — by the 

ofBrahman, and to Brahman are due bondage, etc. 
Hence it appears that Brahman, for His own sport alone, 
out of His sweet will, develops Himself into Jada-Jiva, 
and still remaining transcendent, determines that a parti- 
cular Jivatman will do a particular action, and He will 
give him a particular fruit. So according to 
Brahman rules His ms, Jivas. As they are 
with The human soul's position can be compared to 
an actor. He has to play the part allotted to him in 
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the happiness and misery trouble him so far as he 
forgets that his is Brahman's stnd not his own; in 
fact, happiness and misery are both creatures of Brahman, 
and cannot be said to be the eriterions of deciding Brah- 
partiality and cruelty; the moment the human soul 
realises that Brahman for His sport guides him to do this 
or that, he ceases to be miserable; his limited ideas of 
vanish; he experiences Forgetting 

his own ^i|^,and remembering Brahman's the human 

soul ceases to be responsible for his so-called actions; he 
feels buoyant. Like Brahman, he sees in the of Brah- 

man ^?Fc[. The becomes thus a source of pleasure, 
— and not a source of misery as S'ankara says. Brah- 
man makes Jiva work according to His and 

otherwise His fkf^ and srl^f^ would be purportless. 
The part allotted to Jira by Brahman to play would be 
Jeopardised. Thus this Jada-jiv4tmaka — N^marhp^t- 
maka — Srishti being being Brabman's 

Brahman is not liable to the shortcomings of 
partiality and cruelty. The wording of the Sutra, 

— b’lsiis'id — also helps us. In this way 

also, we have to deny in Jiva his «TfiurR in and 

emphasise that he is a creature guided by Brahman's will 
in all his actions. This seems to be the view of BMar^ya^a 
suggested from the Shtras. With S^a^kara we can deny 
Jiva's in but unlike him we prefer to refer all 

hLuman activity to Brahman as source, and not to 
etc. 

The section, consisting of Shtras 2-3-43-53, deals with 
fhe question of the relationship of the soul to Brahman. 
According to BadarayaTia, the Jivitman is the of Bra- 
liman; Brahman is while the Jivatman is Like 
master and servant, the human soul is not different from 
IBrahman,but like spark and fire, he is with Brahman. 
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The Vedie mantra, ^ and the Gita passage, 

^fTRFT:/ teach that the Jivatman is the 
of Brahman. This is the view of the Shtrakara, How- 
ever, S'ankara does not like to accept this view. Accord- 
ingly, S'a^kara changes into To take in the 

sense of is clearly modifying the view of B^dar4- 
yana. Even though certain passages of the Upanishads 
declare Brahman to be that does not justify 

us in rcJecliF'.g the texts which teach the of the 
Jivdtman. Adopting the reasoning which Badar^yana 
has worked out in 2-1-26.27 — 

the difhculty can he removed by accept- 
ing Brahman's swarhpa to be and at the same 

time having ms. In a like this, reasoning as 

mch has very little scope. 

This view is not singular. In this view, Vallabha is 
with us when he observes: 

srr ^ girifsrTfi^qT, x x 

slqrgftii — 

I 

9Tfq 11 

2-3-43. This seems to be a very fair view 
J^^in^ t-'ypi'etirig / ^ Sfitras. But in spite of what 

r:l,;:,rAyana and Yallabha might say, the fact remains that 
this difficulty has been fruitful in producing numerous 
theories as regards the relation of the human soul with 
Brahman. The very word m, though clearly meaning 
an mm, has been subjected to yield senses which, if not 
wrong, cannot be accepted to be correct, or at least cannot 
supposed to represent the trqe view of BiVlardyaiui. 
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S^’ankara lias been honest in saying that he does not accept 
the tlieory that the Jlyfitman is of Brahman, when he 
says tliat should be taken in the sense of ''%i But 
other Ichfiryas have worked, from the word a sense 
suitable to their views. It need not be remarked that, 
according to I)t,dai%aiia, means a ^part\ The Vedic 
Mantra using the word ‘'to' also ■'gg''’''- the same 
thing. Let us see what Bbaekara says, ITc remarks, 

but this BCiise is not 
acceptable to him, and he remarks, fr TOfc[, 

Thus, ;iccordIng to Bhuskara, ' 4 ^ means ?:u:TnfvjvT 

Brahman has the =3ft^, because the Vedic pas- 
sage, "wh: toaclios SO. This is 

with Brahmiin, his 3if+T5i7=^is while is 

Bht^skara is ri^ht in ronQarkin<j: that the JivUtman is 
of Brahirian as spark is of fire, and that he is be- 

cause and ^51 support it, but he is wrong in saying that 

is for the ‘gfu passage quoted docs not support it. 

Ihni'sAuuja takes the word in the sense of 

and so docs S'rcckantha. The relation between 
Brahman and the Jivatman is that of and 

Nimharka^ takes -3^ to moan The Jivatman is a 
5aftR of Brahman. Hence, according to him, the relation 
between the Jivatman and Brahman is that and 

8'reekautlia- also accepts this view. 

According to Madhva, are dilfcrent like sons 

and others, or noindiirorcnt like luinds, feet, etc. To the 

1, 15 iaeM-'h =qi®: 2 - 0 ^ 2 . of Shecnivasa 

Hiiaburka. 

2, Sir K, Bltandarkar’B VaisImaviBrn p. 161, 

3, Vide lu'iiMriuujii’H and S'roo Kantba'n Bhasliyiis on tin’s Sutra 
and M adbva’n Bbaebya. 
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first class belongs human souls and to the second 
incarnations of Vishnu. 

R^m^nuja, S^reekantha, Nimb^rka, Madhva, and 
Vijn^nabhikshu accept the ^ between the Jiv^tman and 
Brahman to be ^PTrf^. Vijr!n.r>abhikshu like BMarsiyaua 
accepts of the Jiv^tman on the analogy of spark 

and fire or son and father. ^ and are both 
Vallabha says that ^ One notices that all these 

writers are labouring under difficulties. They do not like 
S'ankara say that ^ means but still, like E^dar^- 

yana, Bhikshu and Yallabha, they are not prepared to take 
^ in its natural significance of a ‘part.’ It is safe with 
Bfidanljana to take the Jiv^tman to be — part of 

Brahman, on the analogy of spark and fire on the 
authority of the same S'ruti passage, and to say that 
they are on the principle laid down by the Sfitraki^ra 
in 2-1-14. 

The next two Sfitras 2-3-46-47 declare that even 
though the Jlvatman is an of Brahman, and hence 

with Brahman, Brahman does not suffer because the 
JivStman suffers. These two 

Sfitras are quite consistent with what BMar^ya^a has said 
before in 2-1-21-22 and 

1 %#f%rraL’. Though the Jlvatman is with Brah- 
man, still Brahman is greater than the Jiv^t- 

man. The same reasoning is followed here by BMar^- 
yana. He says though the Jiv^tman is the ^ of Brahma]:;, 
and with Brahman, still the q^FTT^TiT is not affected 
by the miseries, etc. of the Jlvatman because Brahman 
is greater than the Jiv^tman, This reasoning 

w^d be possible only when the Jtv^tman's and 

were and not How can the 

Jlnlbman, who is the 9# of Brahman, and with 
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it, be different from Brahman so far as his sulfcring.?, etc., 
are concerned? How can the Jivdtman be thus 
■with Brahman, because and are contradictory and 
cannot be in the same placed To such questions Bh^s- 
hara has well replied in 2-1-22, 1 

^ mi ir 

The sr^TT'Ji is 1 %, and ^ teaches so, therefore, there 
is no The Veda and the Sutras teach both. According 
to the reasoning of S'ankara, these Sutras draw a dis- 
tinction without difference, for happiness and misery are 
both creatures of nescience, The illustration given 
in the Sfftra also goes against S'ankara. 

The next two Sfftras refute a further objoctiori that 
though the Jiv^tman is the of Brahman, and with 
Brahman, the karmas, enjoined in the "Veda, have only 
an I'ij'iilicai’iu'! to the JMtman and not to Brahman, the 
reason for this being the JMtman’s There is 

of in one life, hence one is known as Brt\h- 
mana, etc,, during the period of that life, and he has to 
perform karmas accordingly. The does not extend 
to next life, hence Jiva has to perform karmas accor- 
d-ding to in that life. Here it appears that Badar^- 
yaiaa gives to be the cause of karmakaraijia; so 

when one realises that his soul is different from the 
he would cease to have any connection with the kar- 
mas and their fruits. Then he has to perform karmas on 
the principle, laid down in and 

WT 1^ ^ u'tal. From this 

it appears that S'ankara is right in his rejection of 
but wrong in his absolute rejection of the- 
Jiv^tman's kartritva. It also explains how 

sages, like Vasishtha, S'uka, Sanatkum^a per- 
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formed ^5^ actions. To them tlie was neither 

nor nor •snRr?!^;, but a *They had a 

manifestation of ^ in . This seems to 

be the proper view of looking at the connection between the 
two ?.Ur;:.AiiSii.s. and it appears that S^n.kara is perhaps 
driving at the same thing when he observes in 

■■■■■" "" . ,’T S!^^: So it follows, from what 

Bddar^jaiaa and S^ankara say, that :vT' i is a cause of 

misery, but then the without is not 

to be referred to or as S^a^kara says, but to 

Brahman — m as BMarA,yana says. Thus the performance 
ofkarmas, without t-. . ■•■-.■" as produces in 

one in and produces . ,; in fR. 

The two Mimansds thus help each other, and suggest the 
ideal of Brahman as the ffe^T referring to 

|R to f%|q, and the two together to thus giving the 

full conception of mH- This seems to be the view 

of BAdi-rayaria, and we are unable to reconcile S'ankara's 
reasoning in and the second interpretation of 

with the Sutras of BA h-.rAy.s!;-'!. According to 
BMarAyana, the human soul can be free from misery, etc., 
only when he realises that he does not do anything, but 
Brahman Bam does it — or makes him do it. Ai-idyd 
as such has no place in the system of BA. Im!- A a. 

Thc‘i:i comes the Sutra, This is read by 

BbAskara as He rejects the reading of 

S'ankara with this remark: — 

^ ?fr^ ^ i ff =q q^ic^r^n 

^ BA’iiAiiuja wants to 

favour BhAskara's reading, and renders it by 
It matters little whether the Stea is read as or 

*3TT^TRT:h From what has been said above, it is not possi- 
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We that BMar^yaua could have meant to refer to 

the Jiv^tman’s being a of Brahman. Vallabha 

drives at the same thing, when he observes, 

Before concluding the ^'kf^Rorr, the Sintra 1-4-22 
may be considered. S'ankara adopts the view of — 

m- ^ 1 ^r?rfq 

^sTifq 

5^%r5^.v-T;\ S'ankara interprets thus- 'K- 

-^TviT^s^^iTfq ^::'^">!VTkirTq^;q:MiTnqvf^^(;fCviiih Rtmt- 

nuja also takes view as view, and explains 

thus: — ftfH. 9 tt^s?cR' qwir^R 

9Tqf%sT^:". Vallabha explains it thus: — q^T- 
^sqrr =5fk2, but he takes qq^f^'s view to be different from 
that of Bffdar^yana-"3{q^q?TT 5^?rTTOLl%^-mfg[%?;b What- 
ever may be said as regards the view of it is 

certain that we cannot say with perfect confidence 
that it is the view of the Sfftrakffra. Earlarayana 
- distinctly says that the Jiva is and hence to take 
view as that of £Ll:l:irayan''X and to take it 
either in S'a^ikara^s sense or Samslnuja's sense is certainly 
a strain on the Sutra. When the scope of the qFW=q^f^- 
MFl is considered, one sees that after establishing the 
slfT^l^F^ of By arayana quotes the opinions of 

these writers, viz,, and to show 

that according to their views also the 
snpfWT is not Therefore it is not proper to work 

out Bffdarffya^a's view that is the same as 

freed from arf^, etc., from view. 



Hence the conclusion is that is 

not the view of the SutrakA ra. neither is the human soul a 
sricif^ nor an sn^fiT^r of ^p^in S'ankara's sense. According 
to the SAtrakara, the Jiv Atman is ^ of Brahman as a 
spark of fire, it is with Brahman, as ^ is with the 
still Brahman is greater than the JivAtman. 
The JivAtman is a ^ inheriting his from Brahman. 
He is He is but in the stage of sHWh, he experi- 
ences etc., which ever remain permanent, on the 
analogy that the crown-prince becomes the king. It ap- 
pears thus that BAdarAya];ia accepts and not 

S'ankara’s absolute This conclusion is 

strengthened by the remark of Sir R. Bhandarkar that 
S'ai^kara's system should be more fitly called 'Singular- 
ism’, rather than Monism or Adwjulism, Vide Vaishnav- 
ism, p. 159. 

JAGAT. 

The second Sutra of BAdarAyaua gives the 
of Brahman. From this definition of Brahman we 
know that according to BAdarAyania this universe is 
Brahman^s and Brahman is both the material 

and the efficient cause of the universe. It is important 
to note here that the definition of Brahman given 
by BAdarAyaiia must be of the same Brahman whose 
investigation he has proposed to undertake in the first 
'Sfitra that is, Brahman alone, pure 

and simple, whose investigation BAdarAyana has under- 
taken, is the material as well as the efficient cause of 
this universe. BAdarAyana again reverts to this question 
in 1'4-23-27, While refuting the SAnkhya's 
he elaborates his doctrine which he has expressed in brief 
before. The Sutra 14*23 declares 

against the SAi^khya that Brahman is as well as 



of the univorso. The si%f and of Udda- 
laka naturally yield the Bamo sense. To su])port Brahman^s 
and Budarflyana cites Brahman^s 

5PT3? and support Brahman^s The 

and both teach that the universe has its SOK and 
in 1 irahraan. This is also a reason why Brahman is 
both the material as well as the efficient cause of the uni- 
verse. The n(3Xt Sdtra, 1-4-26, throws much 

light on the system of BMarayana. Whether one takes 
"3TCTfR%: qrRnTTTn^t’ as OHC S^tra, or and "qRanTOC 

two distinct Siltras, the result is almost the same. The 
Sutra is based on a passage from the%i%fl'^ 2. 7. '■'■■'."[rvn.i 
This passage suggests the and of 
I'iraliman, How can the 

S(tt Brahman be ^ and w ? The answer to this 
objection is ^qrRqimcC. The mt surm-sriB: developed 
itsel f into the universe. Brahman is Thus Brahman's 

is 5rf%^. 1-4-27. Though 

Braliraan is the material cause, it does not require a 
separate f^fm as in the case of an earthen pot and a potter. 
In the world, ono secs tliat the ^qn^R and are always 
separate, but this rule has no bearing whatever here. 
The swarupa of Brahman is to be learnt from Veda alone 
and since Veda teaches that Brahman itself becomes the 
and it should be accepted as such. 

=?rRrb This is what 8'ankara observes on 1-4-27. The inter- 
pretation of S'ankara hero is exactly in the spirit of 
Bfidarfiyana. Brahman with its develops itself into 
the univorso and still remains transccmhmt. Tlion,fdi the 
inlerpmi.ation of S'aj.ikara on these fcitltras ( 1-4-23-27) m 
correct as it stands, the qiialijicmdon -which he has in his 
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mind and which he suggests by the use of the word 
instead of Brahman, cannot be justified as legitimate. A 
Mmbarka writer Ke^avabhatta K^shmirin thus criticises 
S'ankara: — 

X B . pp* 

351-352. The same writer then criticises K^m^nuja, 

^iTHTT^J^eta, pp. 352-353 N, B. Tlius in order to 
emphasizeorf^^ of Brahman, rwhiuhnija and S^reekantha 
accepted as Bhdskara and Nimbarka 

accepted 5?rf%i as ^<TT^, Madhva accepted 5if:fu to 

be the Vijnaiiabhikshu also accepted to be 

the H^T3[F?r, the difference being that his is with 

Brahman, and that it becomes the under the 
of Erahman, while ^iH.is only a Here it is quite 

clear that all these writers, though modifying the 
^fP^s do not reject it altogether. Now remain 

the two writers S'ankara and Vallabha. Their views 
are entirely opposed. S^a^kara by delegating Brahman^s 
to the sphere of rejects it, while Vallabha 
like BMarfJyana, following strictly the letter of the Veda, 
accepts it out and out. In rejecting Brahman’s ^qT^R5[T;» 
S^ankara has to subject the whole body of the Vedanta 
Sfitras to a secondary sense, gfu teaches iH;i;qR-!TiT and at 
the same time its B^dai4yana does not care for ^ 

the objections based on if tbe letter of thegRi is striotiy 
followed. This view is followed by Vallabha, who, like 
Budarilyana, gives greater weight to the word of the ffe 
than to pure reason when they appear opposed to 

each other. Other Ach^ryas have tried to follow Biidaril- 
yana with slight changes to satisfy reasons. It is only 
S'ankara who in rejecting has chalked 

out lines of reasoning which run in an entirely oi'ipositc 
direction^ Sir Ramakrishna Bhandarkar says the same in 
his recent book Vaisbnavism eta, pp. 158-159, 160461. 
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Drawing a distinction between Spinoza's Pantheism and 
XJpa nlshud Pantheism he says;- Brahman is not exhausted 
in the world, but it exists separately also. But the objec- 
tion to this view is that Brah)).ian, being of the nature of 
spirit, is not like the body divisible into parts, so that one 
may become developed into the world and another remain 
outside; x x. This inconsistency is removed by Etdai4yana 
in Brahmasdtras (2-1-26-27). The argument is that 
though the Upanishads state that the constituent cause 
of the world is Brahman, they at the same time affirm 
the existence of Brahman separately from the world, 
(Gh. U. Ill, 12 6 and VI, 3, 2.). The two are inconsis- 
tent on the theory that Brahman is a spirit and not 
discerptible into parts. Tbough they are thus inconsis- 
tent, they must both be accepted on the authority of the 
sacred texts, sin<;e the true nature of Brahman and the 
world is beyond the reach of human intellect. This solu- 
tion of the difficulty is inadmissible to non-believers in the 
sacred texts, but it shows that BMar^ya^a does not agree 
with t 3 latter part of Spinoza's definition of Pantheism, 
i. B wording to him the sacred texts do not affirm that 
‘'God exists only as realised in the cosmos: the cosmos 
exists only as a manifestation of God.'' The inconsistency 
pointed out by him is based on the impossible conception 
of Brahman's being divisible into parts. But it will not 
arise if, instead of bringing in this conception, we suppose 
that in one aspect Brahman is the material or constituent 
cause of the world or realised in the world, and from 
another point of view it remains pure and becomes the 
object of contemplation and devotion. Whatever it may 
be, BMar^ana's view appears to me to be correct, and 
the Pantheism of the Upanishads is not exactly the same 
as that formulated by Spinoza, x x x x 
We have noticed above the manner in which Blda- 
S 
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removes the inconsistency between Qod^s develop- 
ing himself into the world, while at the same time he 
transcendent, and his being a simple spirit without partB* 
S'ankar^ch^rya fairly explains, I think, BMarayana^s 
view. But raising a further objection he brings in his own 
doctrine eventually that the so-called development of 
Brahman into the world is fancied by ignorance and 
not true, that is, the world is an illusion. There are two 
doctrines indicative of the relation of God to the world, 
the so-called PariijamavMa and the VivartavMa. Tho 
former implies real development, and the latter, an illusive 
development. This last is the doctrine of S'ankHracbdryaj, 
wherefore his system should be called Singularism rather 
than spiritual monism? while the first is that clearly held 
by the author of the Sutras, This is evident from his 
very definition of Brahman as that from which every- 
thing originates, in which every thing lives, and into ' 
which everything resolves itself in the end, and from 
the manner in which in the first Pada of the second 
chapter, he answers the objections based upon the theory 
that an intelligent being cannot develop into non-intelii*' 
gent or insensate matter; and S'ankarach^rya himself 
acknowledges at the end of his comment on 2-144, that 
the author of the Siitras follows the Pariuama doctrine, 
though to save his theory he imagines without any 
grounds that Badarayana has in his view the ordinary 
or illusory condition of things in doing so. S'aukara- 
cl'u^ryrds Yivartav^da it was which the later schools of 
Vaishnavism and S'aivism contended against; for accor- 
ding to him it leaves no scope for the relation of the 
ruler and the ruled, e. God and the devotee in the 
condition of reality when all illusion is dispelled and one 
spirit alone exists ( 2-1-14 ). Most of them adopted 
B5.dar%ana^s Parin^mavMa, but the distinctness of God, 
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man and the world, which was necessary for the validity 
of their doctrines of worship and devotion, they secured 
by qualifying the mode of development. By this quali- 
fication they also steered clear of the inconsistency pointed 
out by BMar%a^ia in 2.1-'36. So that his mode of 
satisfaction was not necessary for them/’ After this, Sir 
R. Bhandarkar gives in brief the doctrines of Rii-.nannja, 
Vallabha, Madhva, and S'rikantha S^aiv^eharya, 
shows how they have followed or qualified the Pariu^ma- 
vMa of Eiliarayana, and concludes thus: — ‘‘Thus most of 
these schools avoid the Pantheism of Spinoza, and the 
incompatibility between God’s development into the world 
and his transcendency by holding that the rudiments of 
the material and the spiritual world assofiated with God 
as his characteristics’- or as his body® or as his power, ^ 
only undergo development, he himself remaining pure. 
Yislmnsvil nin and Yallabha, admitting as they do, the 
development of Purushottama into the world and at tlie 
game time his transcendency, follow B^dar-^yana. The 
mysterious'’ power which causes tlie differences by ren- 
dering certain qualities imperceptible, may be compared 
to the scif-doterminino* p:jwer of God involved in Spi- 
nozi^d s^-ateraent.’^ Tims it follows that S^ajgikara in re- 
jecting the of laruyaiaa, has failed to repre- 

sent the correct view of the Sutralcx'TA, that Brahman 
alono is the material cause of the world. 

Thus aecorling to Badar^lyajia the universe is an 
and or if wo subititute the word "mHl 

for then and smTfMuT; the same Brahman 

whose investigation B^l larayan i has undertaken, is itself 
both and Rrf^m, causa mater ialis and causa efiioiens 

1. ^ ' 2. ISrimbiilrka. 8. BliaBkara. 4. 
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of the universe. Madhva, not accepting this, has failed to 
make out any tiling of the Brahma-Slitras. Sir R. Bhandllr- 
kar most accurately remarks, ‘tie denies his (Brahman’s) 
being the material cause of the world. All the Sdtras of 
B^dar^yana which set forth that doctrine have been inter- 
preted by him in an entirely different way. Probably he 
Would have set aside the Brahma-Sdtras altogether, but 
he could not do so, since the work had acquired an un- 
contested authoritativeness as regards religious truth 
before his time. He had therefore to show that his 
system did nofc go against the Brahma-Siitras and there- 
fore accepted them and interpreted them in almost a 
fantastic manner. Texts from the Upanishads, too, which 
do not agree with his doctrines he treats similarly.’ 
Vais?]iiri.vis!i'. S'^aivism, p. 58. 

To a certain extent this remark of Sir R. Bhand^rkar 
applies to Vijn^na-Bhikshu also The difference between 
Madhva and Bhikshu is this: — Madhva wants to empha- 
size i r: frW, while Bhikshu is 'anxious to work 

out an between the ^ and Vedanta 

otc,, an effort though praiseworthy, cannot be justified. 
3But the most important reason which led all the writers 
to modify the of m ia the fear of 

If Brahman were taken to be the material cause, it would 
undergo change, and consequently it would he and 
cease to be Brahman, To avoid this difficulty 

S'ankara delegated Brahman’s causality to 

m :r-;r^ru-7'K 2-1-27. R§,manuja for 

the same reason did not accept the and 

^bstituted instead of pure Brahman of 

2-1-13. R. B. AnandPress, IL. 23. Similar 
is the reasoning of S'reekantha. ISlimhlrka and Bh^skara 
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for the same reason subsifeutesifisrf^ instead of Brahman, 
s p k t to N. B. 347-57. mR«jtt5R> 

i^^^r-TTV^rT^T, XX ^iiip’IrrW: 

«fJT^TTO & 

"‘TRan?na[ ^ 3 vTrH'R'::s''?^:-vr:v ferq^^vfn^rr* 

'=!\75.Tf;iR7 ^Ji. p. 369. Thus according to Nimbirka 
writers, qftqpRf is not Brahman’s but its the modi- 

fication owing its existence to the fear of f%^R. Similarly 
Bhaskara writes "55rRfd^ 1-4-25, p. 85 Bh^skara- 

Bh^shya. 

qRoiTjft 73^3^ tr 2-1-14. 

^TcTiw 5C5r;a*?f?q^R:q qfbmir^’. 

^TRqi?Olwq. 2-1-14. Thus Bh^tskara also does not accept 
sfsiqR’JiTH. Vijn^^abhikshu for the same reason rejects 
Brahman’s ^ r <Rq sr <»n6 T and substitutes fsrf^H+iWT of 
Brahman 

sf^ ^ ftqirRcq’. p. 32. 1-1-2. Madhva also for 

the same reason refuses to accept Brahman’s 
Vallabha only is an exception to this rule. He accepts 
like Bidar%a^a that Brahman alone is the 3qT5jTOl°i. 
Thus he accepts In this he seems to be 

following B^'lar^yana as remarked by Sir B. Bhand^rkar 
on pp. 160-161, in Vaishnavism etc. It has been shown 
above that according to B^dar^ya^a, Brahman is the 
material as well as the efficient cause of the universe, in 
other words, this Jagat is and si^hR^ir. To this the 
S%khya raises an objection in 2-1-26. ‘■^ii«Rnra<4'44H- 
j{P 5 c^<i^ If Brahman were the material cause, then either 
there would be and bence or tbe 

Vedic passages would have to be strained. To this 
the answer furnished by the Sfitrak^ra is very significant. 
The Sfitrak^ra says 2-1-27, As fRi. 
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teaebes both, we accept both, that is, tljoiij;: Brahman is 
the material cause, still it is transcendent, it remains 
the reason being that the Swartipa of Brahman is to be 
learnt from Veda alone, and as Veda teaches that Brahman 
is and material cause without one must 

accept both. As Brahman is ^^if^sthe difficulty of 
or does not stand, Tarka as such has noplace in the 

system of the Sfitrak4ra. Hence it appears to be clear that 
all the Aeh^ryas, except Yallabha, who have modified the 
have failed to realise the attitude of Badar^- 
yana to the letter of the Veda. But except S'a^kara, 
none is bold to reject the of B^iar^yana. The 

bi'/inkara Blulshya on 2-1-57 is a prominent instance where 
one sees S'a^kara trying to create imaginary difficulties 
and to superimpose his views on those of the SAtrak^ra. 
Explaining the SAtra in the strain of the Sfitrak^ra, 
S^a^kara rightly concludes v i- ‘i ■ -r *■ ■ ; 

But with this, he is not satisfied and he remarks 
that even ^ cannot set aside Here we feel that 

S^a^kara entirely misses the aim of the Shhrakllra. His 
cmclasion that the whole world is owes its 

existence to an imaginary difficulty of creat- 

ed by himself, which in its turn owes i ts origin to his failure 
to revere the text of the ^ as infallible as the SAtviiHr'a 
has done, and whatever we may say as to his philosophical 
merits, the undoubted fact remains that S'a^kara is not 
following the express words of the SAtrak^ra, 

It has been shown above that S'a^kara does not 
follow the SAtrak^ra when he rejects Brahman's 

now we shall see how far ha is correct in rejecting 
Brahman's On this question Rtm^auja 

Himbirka, Madhva, S'reekantha and Vallabha are una' 
nimous.^ All of them follow BadarAya^a. If Brahman were 
the efficient cause, kartri, it would be liable to the faults 
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of partiality and cruelty says S'a^ikara. To remove this 
difficulty he refers Brahman's activity to 9i%rr. But that 
is not what BMaiisyaiua has said. According to the 
Shtrak^ra Brahman is neither partial nor cruel, for it is 
The is bogianijiglo.ss, and Brahman is 

possessed of all q- mf^ q 

Though S^artkara 

gains the advantage of removing Brahman^s by 

referring Brahman's to arfen, and thereby rejecting 
its qjlfcq', the other commentators do not accept it because 
it deals a terrible blow to all devotion and meditation, by 
delegating the Brahman's to the sphere of sceptic 

illusion, h p. 406., N. S. 

Tho iirst qrq of the second gives us greater 

insight into the view of the Sutrak^ra regarding the 
universe. In the first Chapter, Badaiaya^ia has declared 
that Brahman alone is causa materialis and cause officiens 
of the world. This proposition is laid down by 
Bfldar^yana in the first Adhyaya on the authority of 
the Vedic texts. Now the Sr'jnkhyr.i opposes the Sutra- 
kara by putting before him certain Smritis which teach 
the S;b.i^;:‘y! tenets. To this B^dardyana replies that 
when we meet two sorts of iSmritis, those in harmony 
with. , the Veda arc to be preferred to those not following 
it. Manu and others teach hence they are to be 

preferred since they follow the Veda. This principle is 
also laid down by Jaimini in 3 
ilTSRI T 3 - 3 / Now when the b'ankhya loses both on the 
grounds of and he opposes the Sdtrakdra on 
the platform of reason. Tlic Sdtrakara, though he meets 
the Sank] ly a on purely rational grourrds, distinctly says 
that reason as such has no place in his system ultimately. 
His reasoning must bo the reasoning favoured by the 
Veda. Had this been borne in mind by S'ai 3 .kara, we do 
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not thinK would have proceeded to qualify the sense of 
the Siitras after once explaining them a-je:'! :ii. And 
where S'ankara does not expressly qualifiy the sense of the 
Sutra, his commentator does so. See and on 

The Saukbya^ begins by saying that as a 
rule cause and effect are similar, but since there is a dis- 
siinilarits' between the cause Brahman which is and 
the effect Jagat which is jada, Brahman cannot be the 
material cause of Jagat. To this Badanfyaua replies that 
we do see an effect dissimilar to the cause, liexicc tiie 
obiectloii does not stand. But here too we notice B'adarlt- 
yana's tendency to reject independent reasoning and fall- 
log back upon the words of the etc., 2-1-i 1 . 

The Sfftra 2-1-13 also is important. It deals witli 
the question that even though the cause Brahman is the 

I pp. 311. 312. K. S. edition, 

srngqWJt etc., ‘’fiwtl pp. 312-313. N. S. edition, 

3, In 2. 1. 1. ‘JT mm m S'anbara (|uotefl a 

view of some one whom Govindanand calls thus: — Jsfe- 

u mi ^ 

vTORq m ^ i;. H-.:i I ■ R qirfqiK°iRRm5=if 

m %^iicm%qsiq 3PTSRi?miq> r m] m ■< ^■.■■■i.r:;rry7 

qUi'^V. In the 2-1-6, S'aniara remarks on this view thus:— 

li tThua 

S'ankara supports the view of the Who is this K^Tmt Qm 

this view be referred to Sir E. Bhandurkar’s view about Vallabha 
The mysterious power which causes the differences by rendoriiiL^ 
certain qualities imperceptible,’ Vaishnavism etc., p, 161 
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same, and the and #ri are with Brahman, the 
does not become nor ^=giT.i This is a fact 
evidenced by our everyday experience. etc., 

1 ::.o!!!;di with the there is no A ring, 

a necklace, though as gold ornaments are with gold, 

the ring does not become the necklace, nor the necklace 
the ring. S'ankara, after once explaining the Sdtra 
accurately, adds 

fkm Er^rj^qxftrfjrftfrr 

■'?! The instance 

of is approved of by Bh^skara and others, but this 

latter addition is strongly criticised by ij:;. The 

wording of the Sutra does not favour S^ankara’s addition. 
Again, S'ankara wants to refer this Sdtra to 
while the latter Shtra refers to stage according to 
him. This * Qf and is not accepted 

by any other Achll,rya, nor is it referred to by the Shtra- 
kara. The wording of the Sfitra cannot unquestionably 
be taken to suggest S'ankara's distinction. The words 
^ ’ merely refer to the everyday experience. The 

experience is so very common that the Sutrak^ra does 
not consider it even desirable to point to any particular 
instatioc to support his view. The view expressed by 
S'ankara that Jiv^tman is the same as Brahman, the 
difference being caused by has been shown to be 
not countenanced by the Siltras of B;bLn-nyan:n* In a 
sense, the Jivdtman is no of Brahman/ but an 
But the Ssltrakara here wants to point out only this much, 
that though the Jada Jagat and the Chetana Jiva-tiaan, 
both of thorn have their source in Brahman, still the 
Jada does not become Chetana, nor Chetana Jada. Hence 
the is not open to any objection. 


9-10 
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Tiien we come to tlie SAtra 
2-1-14. This is one of the most important Sutras in the 
Brahmamim^ns^. Except Madhva, all the Ach^rjas are 
unanimous in their referring this Sutra to a passage from 
the 6th prap^thaka of the Chlulndogya. Bh^skara says 
he has written a Bh^shya on the CIiiiAndr-jya, but it is 
not available, hence we shall have to satisfy ourselves 
with what he has observed on the question in his Brahma- 
Sutra-Bhasbya 2-1-14. When we look at the Sutras of 
B4dar^yana as a whole, it appears clear that they fulfil 
a double function, viz,^ removing doubts that might arise 
through the aberrant genius of several Vedic thinkers, 
and at the same time summarising the principal teachings 
of the Upanishads. Thus the Sutra 

2-1-14 has been written to set aside the doubt caused by 
words like etc. Accordingly, the Sfitrak^ra 

says that these words mean that cause and effect are 
It is to be noticed that the Sfitrak^ra does not say that 
the effect is the same as the cause, but that they are 
From the word one fails to work out the sense 

:hat has no existence. ^ ^ 

I^^’either the passage referred to, nor the wording of 
Stoa lends support to what Sankara observes here:-‘'^Trrasrr 

^ 2-1-14, This absolute negation of the 

ixistence of the STO as such is very seriously criticised by 
3h^skara, E^mfinuja, VijisaMabliikshii, Ke^ava Bhatta 
S^ashmirin and Vallabha. The text of the Chhitndogya 
ere referred to is this: — uf 

The meaning that 
aturally suggests itself from the text is this; — The know- 
idgeof oneball of earth gives knowledge of all that is made 
f earth, though there is a dijfferent name and also form 
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( as takes it), or though there is 

a difference of name and form, still all the things made of 
earth are earth, and as earth they are The passage 
cannot certainly be taken to mean that effects like pot etc* 
do not exist at all like the mirage, but that they exist in 
cause, they have no independent existence; the difference 
in name does not create a new object independent of the 
cause. Eightly does Vallabha observe: — frod" 

•. b !T f. The 

sage Uddahika wants to teach his son SVetaketu ‘the 
knowledge of all by the knowledge of one.' Now the know- 
ledge of hilP is possible only when ‘alP has existence 
and is with one; then only the knowledge of ‘one' 
can produce the knowledge of ‘all/ To explain this, the 
sage Uddfilaka gave three instances, from all of which the 
relation of cause and effect is suggested-that is-Udditlaka 
means to say that the relation between the world and 
Brahman is the same that exists between the earthen pot 
and earth, Brahman is the cause and the world is the 
effect, the knowledge of cause Brahman produces the 
knowledge of effect the world, the reason being that they 
are as effect is with the cause. From tliis it 
is impossible to concede that the cause Brahman exists 
while the world is non-existent, like mirage. The fact that 
the llpa-mxhad gives three instances of earthy gold^ and 
iron icuichbig the relation of cause a?id efect, and noadtere 
mentions^ any of the instances viz,^ etc., which 

S'ankara so very zealously puts side hy side with the above* 
tnentioned oiies, in his Bhashun on the Chh/mdogihi^ as well 
as hei^e, suggests a very strong inference against S'anlcara 
that the SairaLara has in his iriind not the doctrine offk^ 
of Sankara, but the doctrine of 'rR'ariT of Brahnian alone^ 
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and that the ivorld is not an effect of illusion^ hut that of 
Brahman^ the world is not a dream on a (jrand scale, but 
a real positive soraethincj which has its {/l uf tt.au.ot!, existence 
and absorption in Brahman. True that ia the Sutra 
§ 3-2-3, the Siltrakara 

distinctly says that the is and whether we 


take in the Bh^skara's sense of or in 

Nimb^rka’s and Tlam.-lni.-ja’s sense of 3TT^5q'fc5?q5c^, or in 
^ ailabha’s sense of or in S^ankara's sense of 

or the fact remains that 

to the Sfitrak^ra, the world is from ^ 

that the may be 3?|2fT3Tr5r, but the is 

not so, it is not but mm and Bhilskara 

well observes in 3-2-3: — 


% Again in 

5^ ==3[5fT%^' 2-2-29 he observes to the same efFoet: g 

?3IT%r ^qJlxSr^ -^T %ftc|S3lT: 

etc. The SiKra 

':r3?ra (2-2-28) also suggests that according to the 

Sutrakdra the world is not a nonentity. Thus thoi-.-rh 
the world is not a nonentity, it does not follow that the 
fecitraMra takes it to be a separate entitySfrom Brahm-ir- 
and independent of it. This is what he drives at in the 
^ also reads ^ 

^dnot w and the Shtrakdra also worfs ^ 
Sutra as and not or These facts 

also go against S'ankara’s view of or ^ 


From this, it follows that the view of the Sutr-d-lra 
IS exactly similar to, if not actually the same as st t 
tries to refute in 2 -l-l 4 w;,^ 3 S^ ^ 

- ’ «« 
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^ + + + "!f?5 

m ^rMTR?Tmftrft qf^Rrirt f| ^%srr 
%fh\ The view expressed in these lines seems to be more in 
harmony with the Shtras of Badar^yana, than S^anikara's 
own view given in refutation of the same. His objection 
®rr slfPT: qRoiTTR^ ^ WR etc. is 

also groundless in face of 2-1-27. His 

other objection s are met at length by Bh^skara, E^m^- 
nuja, Ke^ava Bhatta and Nimh^rka, but space at our dis- 
posal forbids us from entering into the full discussion of 
the same here. The ^sr fl q#i" 

also teaches not but "encfFT: In the stage of 

the does not cease to exist, but the consciousness 
that ^r# is a different entity from Brahman vanishes and 
the consciousness that Brahman alone is ^ is generated. 
Against S'a^kara^s Vijn^na-Bhikshu advances 

a queer but not unreasonable argument thus:-^SR^^^?^- 

mk ■■ ■ m, ^ 

siOTcf p. 281 Cb. S6. Bh^skara 

also observes in 2-1-14 thus ^?=JTPTl^ 

IT 

\n i=35rq-?T5rTOTr^tq 

’BrraC, 5R-Rmn^ rr.:-;vbE'^; 

■v'’r' ^V^V'^r-.;vj;iv;>;: X X X ^ =q' .1 ‘r- - ::• b ; 

m iT^^T 

^T. pp. 99-100. One 
cannot but concede that the above-mentioned arguments 
of BliAskara have much force. Ke^ava Bhatta Kashmirin, 
Eama nnja and Purushottama have also said much against 
S^ankara. All the writers on the Vedanta Sutras, in some 
form or other, accept the ’ifhn]+f'n^ and and this 
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fact by itself is an almost certain indication that the 
Sutrak4ra has neither in his mind the doctrine of fea 
nor of the world. In his zeal for S ankara 

forgets to what:he is being drifted when he remarks^^^%^- 

He himself feels conscious that B^daraya^ia’s 

and are being put to a strain. The 

Sutras following in this also confirm the vicw 

L-xpressed above. The Stitra 2-1-15, S^ankara reads also 
as The explanation which follows tliis Sutra 

reading, according to S^ankara liiinsolf, confirms the viow 
that the world is only an of ^ of and 

as ^ is with ^s, so is the world with Bnihinaa. 
From this it is quite clear that according to the view of 
the Siitrak^ra as interpreted by S'ankara here, the 
does not mean of but merely an 

The next Sutra also teaching the ^j^re^T of 

Jagat, confirms the 9^^=^ existing between a cause and 
an effect. The Sfitras 2-1-19 and 20 also confirm the view 
of expressed above. DijBPerence in Wf and fwqj does 

not produce a new substance, qs may be in a flin’erent 
form from the ^s, snws may perform different functions 
but still the qs is with ^s, and ^?r, etc, are 
with A. B. ' 


The Sutras and 'Vcrrf<q-i:p{ 

2-1.24-25 deal with the question that Brahman does not 
ueed any externalgm. By its own natural powers liko-ods 
It develops the universe out of itself. The fcJiltras 2-1-20-27 

declare that as Veda teaches the of ^ and 

there is no fe^ii^Rh- or ^ 

^ ia iteelf, its powers are wonderful, 

^ ^ a^TTii- Brahman is possess- 
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ed of all powGi’ir. and even though it has no organs^ it 
creates the universe etc., the Veda teaches so. S'ankara’s 
remark on ^ 

r. : T;-.’ is quite out of place. The Shtra- 

kara declares the of sifRLas based on Veda, 

while S^ipkara wants to refer it to 

Why should self-satisfied Brahman create this world 
when it has no spqTsTJr to fulfil? To this question an, 
answer is furnished by 2"1~33. S'ankara 

very beautifully explains the Sutra thus: — 

I V&K ^0^ 

g%: This is quite in the strain of the Sfitra- 

kara and we cannot understand why after this beautiful 
explanation, he thinks it necessary, practically against 
the Sfitrakara, to add qOT^fcrqzjT 

The learned Sutrakara has dealt with the question 
that Brahman is the and though it is 

qjuvr it is without any sort of fq^K, the fqd"q being set 
aside by an implicit faith in the words of the texts of the 
Veda. Now in 2-1-34-35-36, he deals with the question 
that even though ^Brahman is the efficient cause, even 
though it is it is not liable to the faults of partiality 
and cruelty as Brahman allots fruits according to the 
Elarmas of the individual souls. The is 

hence this is possible. 

In the last Sutra Bfidurayana removes all contradic- 
tions by remarking that Brahman is ig[Tq%^. In the pre- 
vious he said that Wfruqif is hence it was 

tinRsible for Brahman to allot fruits according to ws of 

1. I'Ms qaestiott is dealt at length in 
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the individual souls, but this directly goes against the ffu 
passage auuR’ which distinctly teaches the 

and of Brahman. To such a difficulty 

BMar^yana’s answer is on the same principles which he 
has laid down in 2-1-27. The swartipa of Brahman is 
such. The Sf^ may be still is and 

Brahman though giving fruits according to ^s is in- 
dependent of it. In short, it is possessed of all there 
is no contradiction as such. 

According to the reasoning of S^'ankara, the expla- 
nation given by the Stltrakara in refutation of the 
is quite out of place. According to him the 
and the of Jiv^tman and Param^tman are all 

creatures of ■arPi^r and with the removal of srflr^ they 
vanish into nothingness. 

To conclude, the Sutrak^ra holds that this world is 
an effect of Brahman, is real. Brahman has, for its 

without any other 5 n?TR?F, and without any organs 
or any external means, by the natural powers of itself, 
developed itself into the universe without itself undergoing 
any change. The world is 37 ^ with Brahman in all its 
three stages. It has no existence independent of Brahman, 
but at the same time it is neither nor an absolute" 

non-entity. It is not a "feS of Brahman, but a real wilful 
qf^oiTir of Brahman. It is aurJTfiRT and or 

and saCk, 5 Tis 1 %, qwT^, mm and others, 

have nothing to do with it so far as its primary cause 
is being i.’ivcsi igaicd. 

LIBERATION. 

The fourth chapter of the Brahma-Stltras deals with 
the question of liberation. The first pi^da deals with the 
question of or liberation in life of the Brahmavid. 

The knowledge of Brahman puts an end to ^s good 
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and bad whicli have not begun to be enjoyed, 4-1-13-14-15 
After the knowledge of Brahman ib acquired, the ^ s, which 
are then performed, do not touch the The body^ of 
the continues to live so long as his are not 

ended, 4-1-19, When the body^ falls away, he becomes 
joined with Brahman. ® Agnihotras eta, which are 
are to be performed by the for they are useful in the 

acquirement of This is the general reasoning of the 

Sritriikara, but this reasoning directly goes against that of 
S^ankara. According to S'ankara^ : -.r I’v'!;.;- is 

the creature of nescience. By the the is 

destroyed, and when the is destroyed, its effects viz,^ 
'M, etc., must also vanish, on the principle that effect 
and cause are and that in the absence of cause, the 
effect cannot exist. So there comes in the impossibility of 
for, with the rise of km, the ^km with its effect 

etc., is destroyed, and the becomes Brahman 

at once. If this position is not accepted as being contra- 
dicted by our experience, then two alternatives come in, 
riz.j eitlier thci^q^mn^is not thoroughly obtained, in which 
case there is no or if is obtained, then body 

etc., which continue to exist after the of qk^i are not 
creatures of 37 km. From this it appears that the body etc., 
continue to exist even a ter the acquirement of the 
difference being that, after w and its products Stiffs 
etc., do not touch him ( ). The performs 

Ws, but these ws are and not his own. It is 

worthy of note that the says meaning 

thereby that ^s do not touch the He becomes 

ak*T. Thus though the is living and doing every- 

1 . 4-1-13. qii 

U 4-1-X4. " 'm 3 ^ 4-1-15. 

2. 4-1-19. 

B, 3 wrf'k 4-1-16, 
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thing, he is untouched by good or bad actions. His exis- 
tence is for the enjoyment of begun to be enjoyed. 
This seems to be the view of the Sdtrak^ra about 
S^anhara himself remarks that this has reference 
to .T, in there is no need of mentioning this. 

I 3 feiT^rt 

^ 4-1-13. 

When the strs^^^s are ended by enjovuient by the 
body, that body of the Brahmavid falls away. The second 
^ describes the process by which the body is dissolved. 
The of and is common to a certain 

extent, of The fiiOT. then passes by 

4-2-16. In 4-2-13, S'ankara rem:irks:--.a'??rFtf<^- 

’fcTO \ 5T ^ li” :'■• ■J-rt 

r. The here spoken of by the SCltrak^ra is 

quite consistent with his arrangement. In the first Wi 
the Sutrak^ra describes the state of in life, in the- 
second 3?spTf^, in the third how and by which path he* 
reaches Brahman and in the fourth the ^a^^Sae 
enjoys after reaching Brahman. In this general 
arrangement the Sfitrak^ra nowhere expressly says that 
the =3c5l#a[ and have no reference to the The 

question of is altogether different, which is possi- 

ble only through the singular grace of Brahman. In 
the case of the favoured there is no detention even 
for enjoying His ^Ri^s are taken away by 

his sons, good by his friends and bad ones by his 
enemies, pr 

BMar^a^a suggests this in 4-1-1 7o. 
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Thus throiin;li the grace of Brahman, the are ended,, 
and the at once enjoys Brahman. This is only a 
Hiiggr-slion which is not possible to carry further than 
this. All the refer to Jaimini and B^ldarayana 

by the word and refer the ^ passage to 
But the objoctioi: to this view as is pointed out by 
Vallabha is that Jaimini is not spoken of either before 
or after in this 4-1, and that cannot be i 
A^^hatever it may be, it seems almost impossible that 
darilyana views the as belonging to In 

the third pMa of the fourth chapter after describing the 
stations through which the soul of the passes 

by the path of Badaraym^a says that the 

reaches Brahman from where there is no return. In the 
same pMa BMaraya^ia mentions two views — of^Btldari 
who holds that the final goal to which the Brahraavid 
is said to reach is and of ^Jaimini who holds that the 
final goal to which the Brahmavid reaches is and 

not ^ S'ankara accepts the view of Badari and 
rejects that of Jaimini. In 4-3-14,, 

S'ax)tkara takes great pains to show that the are 

not to be accepted in their primary sense, but as referring 
to lower Brahman, they are to be finally rejected. The 
pfii cipal reasons which led S'ankara to reject the 
in their primary sense are expressed by him thus: — 

=ei -i 

I mi ^ 

B 4*3"14. y, B. 

N. 8. p, 497. From this one sees tiuit S'ankara’s main 
difficulty consisted in the or between the ul%- 

and the of Brahman. In the absence of wr,, 

1. 4-3-7'll. 2. 4-3-1 M4. 
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says he, there is no reason why the should be 

accepted in their primary sense. His other explanations 
viz., and x X 

are questions of plausibilities which stand or fail 
with the main argument. From what has been stated 
above it is important to note that S'ankara does not 
adduce any Sutra of HMaravrina in support of his theory, 
and therefore the sustained reasoning that he has worked 
out for the loses all its force. Before 

we examine his argument in favour of the rejection of 
the and insistence of the let us advert 

to the question of the It is admitted on all hands, 

that the as they stand, do present a contradiction 

with tlie of Brahman. But on this ground alone, 

it would not be proper to reject the' Wutli this 

we have to bear in mind what the learned Sfitrakara has 
said about Brahman and the letter of the Veda, a 
faithful interpreter of the Sutras of Badarii yana, one has 
to abide by his reasoning and conclusion. The position 
would be the same which he assumed in 2-1-26-27, 

W The difficulty put forth by S'arikara arises 
only when unlike the Sdtrakllra one fails to put an im- 
plicit faith in the letter of the Veda. In the 
as is written by the Sutrakara^ one is surprised, why 
S'aijkara tries to modify and correct not only the clear 
sense of the ^1%s, but that of the Sfitras also. The 
result of this is often unpleasant when one sees that 
S'ai^ikara^s modified interpretation not only goes against 
the wording of the Sfitras, but directly contradicts what 
he himself has just said ^before. In this connection, 
Bhaskara rightly defines the position of the Sutrak^ra in 

1. Second interpretation of Second interpretations 

in 2“ 1-27, 2-l“29, are instances out of many. 
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his Bhashya on page 238, 4-3-13, thus: — + + 

5T -ft Thus Bh^s- 

kara sees no difficulty in accepting in 1 ■! , ;.■■ m ■ ;■.- -. 

sense and of Brahman. Vallabha's position is also 

similar. According to him the^-s.%gf?i has no contradiction 
with the of jlivdiii :;■?!, for both are taught by the 
Vedas, and that Brahman’s swarupa is such as would 
admit the possibility of both the alternatives. Vallabha’s 
commentator also observes on page 
’ftn’: ^ ^ V-i ?=2IF3rT \\ (^. ¥rr. 

B.S.S.). On the question of siRr^fd Haniaoida, Nimbnrka,. 
Madhva, Vallabha, S'reckantha and Blulskara are all 
at one, and this seems to be a strong ground to hold 
that the SAtrakara had never in his mind the difficulty 
of between the and the 

Shtrakilra’s attitude is the one declared by Vallabha in 
1-1-4, i It follows therefore, 

that S^ankara’s interpretation of the =nri%'^'!cis in the 
sense is not viewed by any other commentator 
with favour, and wo cannot but think that here also 
S^arikara is not faithful to the Siltrak^lra. 

S'a^ikara has however paid very serious attention 
to tliis question* The folio vying are the arguments 
advanced by him in 4-3-14-S. B, N. S. pp. 497-502: 

(1) Brahman is 

(2) Brahman is 

(3) Jiva is 

(4) refer to 

(5) No arfffi i^ spoken of in 

(6) The distinction between and a^q? pIIr; is based 
on the passages* 

(7) 5q«T?T is due to 

(8) Jaioiini’s view is mentioned by the Sutrakfira 
later for the \ 'of intellect 
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The first objection is met by Bh^skara and Vallabha 
by showing the possibility of rirpr as being due to 

‘■sm says 

Bh^skara in 4-3-13. 

^ m ^ :,.; . ; 

says Vallabha in 4-3-14, 

The second and third objections are answered by 
what has been said before in reference to Brahman and 
the human Soul. 

It has been shown that the Sfitrak^ra does not 
hold the distinction between and arroii:!,, hence the 
fourth and sixth objections are answered. This question 
has been exhaustively treated by Vallabba^s commentator 
on pages 1362 to 1365, a, b p. b. s. s., and by Bhdskara 
in 4-3-13; and but for want of space we should have 
^quoted the same in full here. 

The fifth objection is dealt with by BhMara thus: 

=5n^5TTftft4 

4-3-13. Then he quotes from 

dkr, 35 cm and to support his view that there is 

5TOr in 

The tendency of the Siitrak^ra is to accept the 
always in their primary sense, hence is in the primary 
sense, and not in a secondary sense, as due to 
Thus the 7th objection is answered. 

The last objection is certainly very weak. One does 
not understand why the Sfitrak^ra should put his doc 
trine in the mouth of B^dari, why he should place the 

view first and view after it. S'anfeara says 
that It 18 done with a view to develop intellect 'sifr. True 
but since this is a solitary unusual circumstance, one 
must be thoroughly conv inced before he accepts S'apkara's 


L 


See Appendix, A, 
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view. It appears that S'axikara^s interpretation though 
fairly correct so far the Shtras are coriecrncd, becomes 
altogether opposed to the view of the Shtrak^ra the mo- 
ment S^aiikara’s interpretation is viewed in the light of his 
‘Esoteric doctrine’ in the words of Dr. Deussen. Once it 
is shown that there is real the Shtras of B^dar^- 

yana become quite consistent. The holy words ‘sFiT'v:1%: 

■stmT'.jRti: teaching the non-return of those 

who have reached Brahman, cannot with justice be re- 
ferred to a secondary hypothetical sense, for an iiilifnate 
rejection. That Badarayana should begin and end with 
Sihtras which can on no account he reconciled with S'an- 
kara^s reasoning, leads one to suppose that there is a flaw 
in S'ankara's reasoning so far as his faithfulness to the 
Sfitrakara is concerned. Kamaiiuja and Nimb^rka have 
clearly an advantage over S^ankara in this, that their 
views evolve from the SAtras of BMari^yana with less 
difliculty. When the SAtras and S'ankara’s commentary 
dealing with his w are compared, one cannot but 
honestly admit that there is a clear contradiction between 
the two. SAtras, viewed in the light of S'ankara’s esoteric 
doctrine, lose all their force in their criticisms of ISAigikhya, 
KAijada and other systems. Thus, it is not right with 
S^'aij.kara todeprivethe nfcT^fcTsof their primary significan- 
ce, for, it is a view not favoured by 3 hi 1:1 ra; n;. or at least 
we are not in a position to support it from the Sutras. 

Having established in the third that the Brahma- 
vid reaches Brahman, or rather is ^led there, 'the fourth 
describes the mode of his enjoyment there. After reaching 
Brahman, the Brahmavid gets but all the same 

^lie is with Brahman. For the sake of enjoyment, 

he beeonuis manifest in a new form which, though 

1, 4-3-15. 2 . ot* 

4-4-1. S. 4-4-4, 
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Brahman, is according to Jaimini, ®f%|q accord- 
ing to Audulomi, while according to ^BMar^ya^ia; 
there is no between JaiminPs and Audulomi's 

views, as both are possible according to B^dar^jaria. Being 
with Brahman the Brahmvid derives everything 
by Brahman’s Like Brahman he is 

There is a difference of opinion between the views ofB^dari 
and Jaimini, the ^former believes in the absence of 
etc., of the while the ^latter believes in the presence 

of ?Rk etc., on the authority of Chh. U. 7-26-2, ® while 
Piidarayana believes in both the views, With 

these etc., the Brahmavid enjoys The ^absence 
of ^ spoken of in ^fcf has reference to and 

teaching ^ refer to The of the Brahmavid 

is limited to the extent that he cannot like Brahman 
create Jagat. His is eternal. With ^^Brahman 

the Brahmavid by mm form enjoys eternally. He ^^does 
not return to Sans^ra. 

This seems to be the general outline of the mode in 
which the Brahmavid enjoj-s in the Brahmaloka, The 
Brahmaloka is eternal. In this there is a general agree- 
ment among Brn i:\rraja, Mmbarka and Vallabha, The 
Sutras of BMar^yana stand naturally reconciled with 
the above view. There is no suggestion in these Sdtras 
of the ideal of Moksha which S'ankara mentions in 1-1-4. 

1. 4-4-5. 2. r 

4-4-9. 3. 4-4-7. 4. g 

4-4-8. 5. ®Tg 4-4-9. 6. 4-4-10, 

7, 4—4—11, 8, ■ 'i ■ 4—4—12, 

9. If 4-4-16. 10. 

4-4-17. 11. feimfS 4-4-19. 12. 

mmm 4-4-21. 13. 4-4-22. 
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ft<q|^cj^ ^-r- ■■>■•,: ^ qjpf ■‘WR^ ^5T^55f2t ^ 

5frajT^35,\ '"'As may be seen from this passage, 

the eoDception of Liberation contains the same characte- 
ristics as serve, as a rule, to define Urnliniaji ; and indeed, 
Brahman and the state of liberation are identical terms; 
for liberation is nothing else than the becoming one with 
Brahman, or rather, since the identity of the Soul with 
Brahman has always subsisted and has only been hidden 
from it by an illusion, liberation is nothing else but the 
awakening of the consciousness that our own self is 
identical with Brahman, Accordingly, in liberation 
there is no question of becoming which does not already 
exist, but only of the attainment of the knowledge of 
what has existed from all eternity. It is because of this, 
that liberation is not accomplished through any sort of 
work, nor through moral improvement, but by knowledge 
alone/' System of Vedanta, p. 4ol. It is absolutely 
clear that this reasoning cannot be traced to any Sfitra 
of Eadar%ana. S'ankars’s conception of Liberation has 
much in common with that of the Sankhya. The highest 
aim of the Sj'r.ikliya^ is to free himself from the so’ 
the greatest aim of a S'linkara is to free himself from 
the With the destruction of srf^, its creatures 

viz,^ his J ivatva.., his 5ii?l3T[fir^ everything vanishes, and he 
remains what ho was, viz.. Brahman, the s ubject of all 
negations except existence. That this view is foreign to the 
Sfitras o£ Bfidarayana can be seen from the summary of 
the Sfitras given above. S'anikara's attempts to force up 
his doctrines in and Badari suggest his departure 

from the lines of the Sfilxakara. His attempt to reconcile 
Audulomi’s view with that of Jaimini on the authority 


11-12 
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of BMar^ya^a in 4-4-7, 

results in a contradiction. He says: — "qwft qr^JTTi^'^^- 
Trm^4T^3'7n%sft ^[ferift Y;-:rTrfy-r:s"v ;?" ^- 

9!fr^ The contradic- 

tion arises from the fact that there come in etc,, 
creatures of Ignorance after the Ignorance is d-::>:''i)y :;d, 
Govindananda thus puts it 

fU Vide also 3T5^E2i^^'pp. 1396-1401. 

The liberation in the sense ofBMar^yanais not merely the 
end of miseries, but also the attainment of ever-lasting bliss. 

CONCLUSION. 

From what has been said before, it follows that the 
SAtrak^ra’s conception of Brahman is at great variance 
with that of S'ankara. As Dr. Tii’b.d:, observes:— 
‘They do not set forth the distinction of a higher 
and lower knowledge of Brahman, that they do not 
acknowledge the distinction of Brahman and I^wara 
in S^a 9 .kara’s sense.’ Vedanta Shtras. 1. p. 100 . 
According to the Sutrak^ra, the Brahman is possessed of 
all attributes, and all wonderful powers. By its very 
swariipa, it is possessed of all contradictory attributes. 
The negative vedic passages like deny in Brahman 

all the earthly attributes, while those like ete:;;^ 

affirm in Brahman all divine attributes. Thus Brahman 
is as is accepted by Vallabha and Nimb^rka. The 
absolute negation of all attributes, and describing Brah- 
man as is a view which does not find any expres- 

sion in the Slitras of BMarlbyana. The subject of nega* 
tion in negative V edic passages has reference to what is 
non-Brahman as is remarked by the author of Bh^shya- 
Prak^^a, B. S. S, p. 953. ^ ui 

' Neither is 

Brahman devoid of all attributes. 3 
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^tsipi.’. Ajju. B. P. p, 948. 
This Brahman which is spoken of in the IJpanishads as 
‘%fci or as is an independent It is Sad-Chid- 

Ananda, For the sake of sport alone it develops itself 
into the universCj but unlike the Pantheism of Spinoza, as 
is shown by Sir B^makrishna Bhandarkar, it is not ex- 
hausted into the universe, but remains transcendent. Ke- 
siding in the heart, it becomes ainPTffjR:, and existing out- 
side, though becomes ‘gauiya’ by meditation and 

devotion, when it likes. It is the fountain-source from 
which all activity, all intelligence, all joy proceed. It is 
Brahman which evolves names and forms, and makes 
53 n®g. The universe with its immense diversity has its 
source in Brahman. The human souls have their source in 
. Brahman. The Brahman of the Shtras is not only a 
personal God, but it is one of its phases. Brahman is 
avyaUa when one tries to find Him by means of intellect 
alone, but becomes through meditation and devotion. 
The innermost soul of the human souls is Brahman, hence 
it is to be meditated upon as the 4-1-3. The in- 

finite^ variety is united in the Brahman. Sages like 
Vaniadeva, in the stage of Brahma-Bhava, have expe- 
rienced this Sarvaiva, Brahman is in the uni- 

verse by Sad, Chid, and Inanda. It follows from this, 
that the author of the Sfitras follows a process quite 
opposite to that of S'ankara’s, in working out his Pan- 
theism. He does not deny everything of Brahman, but 
unlike S'ankara, affirms everything of Brahman. 

In the case of the human soul also, the view of the 
Suirakara is opposed to that of S^ankara. As Di’. Thibaut 
puts it, the Sfitras ‘do no t, with S‘ap.kara, proclaim the abso- 

1 . sn^ 1 2 utiWauira; 

Ana Bhaahya B. S. S. p. 262. 1-1-29. 



84 


lute identity of the individual and the highest Self.* In- 
troduction to Vedanta Sutra I. p. 100. According to the 
Shtrak^ra, the human soul springs out of Brahman as 
spark out of fire. It is atomic. It is part-sM of Brahman ^ 
and as the of Brahman, it is with it. It is 
Kartri and Bhoktri, but its activity has its source in 
Brahman. In the stage of Brahmabh^va it experiences 
etc., with its Anutva. It is neither an stotu nor a 
of Brahman. It is not a creature of nescience, nor 
is it the same as Brahman differentiated by It is 

not a non-entity hut a real entity. 

As regards the universe also, Badara3v’'{uia and S'an- 
kara are opposed. As Dr. Thibaut puts it: — ‘They do not 
hold the doctrine .of the unreality of the world.’ Accor- 
ding to the -Vv!. the universe has for its material 

and efficient cause Brahman alone. Thougli Brahman 
alone is the material cause, it does not undergo any 
change while jL-*. (.‘ loj.ii.g itself into the universe. As 
efficient cause Brahman is neither cruel nor unjust. The 
world is with Brahman, in the sense that the effect is 

with the cause. As the efifect exists in the cause in all 
the three stages of origination, existence and absorption,, 
similarly the universe, in ail its three stages, exists in 
Brahman, and is with it. It is a real development 
of Avikrita Brahman. The Sfitrakara does not, like 
S'ankara maintain that the universe is a dream on a 
grand scale. He does not hold that the universe is a 
figment of nescience. The universe has for its cause 
Brahman, still there is an infinite variety in effects. 
The creation of the universe is a Kevala LIE of Brahman 
and not a M^yi., 

From the description given of the path leading to 
Brahman, aud the mode of enjoyment of in the 
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fonrth Adhy^a, the conception of Moksha, according 
to the Si\traldra, is different from that of S'ankara. It 
is a stage attained by a gradual course of spiritual deve- 
lopment, and not a stage which has existed at all times, 
hut which is concealed through and which is re- 

vealed by the destruction of 

From the SAtras of B^dar^yana like 
we distinctly understand that the Sutrakara favours 
the and not the of S'ankara. In this 

respect, as is shown before by a quotation from Sir R, 
Bhand^rkar’s Vaishuavism etc., Yallabha’s sfiiqfftqFr’is the 
one approved of by the Sutrakto. It should not be suppos- 
ed that thereby either of them accepts the proposition 
that Brahman thereby undergoes any According 

to both of them. Brahman’s causality and transcendency 
are both possible. In all the instances given by the 
Sutrakara, and in the older TJpanishads, nowhere do we 
find any instance given, which S'a^kara so very often 
quotes to support his doctrine of This fact sug- 

gests a very strong inference against him. Where the 
gives the instance of ^ and S'ankara tries to 
incorporate and Vide YI. 

There is again a distinction to be drawn as to the 
attitude of the Sutrakilra and S^ankara towards other 
systems. S^a^kara’s attitude to the seems to be 

very hostile, while and Bh^skara look upon 

both the Mimlins^s as forming one S'^stra. Upavarsha, 
whose view, Bh^skara follows, is said to have written one 
Bhashya on the two Mimt-nsas. Vide p* 6. and 

p. 47. According to S'ankara, nothing re- 
mains to be done in the stage of 

^ S. B. P‘ 

This absolute rejection of cannot be traced to j^^ 
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Sutra of BMari^ya^a, In 4-146, the Pr, like 
etc,, are to be performed by the Brahmavid. This would 
go to show that the Brahmavid has not to reject the 
performance of but the mode of performance is 
different. Again in 34-26, ^ the 

absolute disregard of ^ is not accepted. It cannot be 
taken that the two ]\rimansas form one S'^stra, but the 
mutual helpfulness cannot be denied. Vide Arm Bh^shya 
p, 42. and pp, 110 to 114. Vide also 3-34-25 SAtras. 

While meeting the SAnkhyas, K^^^das, and the 
Bauddhas, S^ankara follows the SAtrakAra in maintaining 
the strict reality of the universe, and the causality of 
Brahman; but once that is done, he rejects the same view, 
consigniEgitto9?ft?n. S^ankarahas been rightly and repeat- 
edly charged with these contradictions by his opponents. 

Prom what has been said above, we come to the 
conclusion thatS'a^kara’s esoteric doctrine, the M^y^ 
vMa is the development of the S%khya and Buddhistic 
tenets, blended with misinterpretations of the passage 
of the BrihadAranyaka Upanishad, referring to the 
creation of the dreaming soul on the lines of Gauda- 
pAda, and it has nothing to do with the SAtras 
BAdarAyaua. After showing numerous contradictions 
in the system of S^a^kara from his BhAshya, Col. Jacob 
remarks: — ‘To me, therefore, it seems impossible to come 
to any other conclusion than that the or 

some similar school, were in possession of the field in 
S'aukara^s time, and that his own mind was so saturated 
with their doctrines as to be unable to shake them 
off even when propounding an antagonistic system.* 
TedAnta-SAra. Intro, p. 9. This suggestion of CoL 
Jacob is as original as it is true. If we take S'aukara's 
BhAshya, and do away with those portions which superim- 
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pose his doctrine- of from what is left of his 

commentary, a general system, representing BMarayana^s 
view, can fairly be worked out. “Vallabha's Aijlu Bh^shya 
seems to answer the above description. When we read 
Coi Jacob's remark with the observations of Sir R-. 
Ei':rLnchi.L’krir, pp. 160-161. Vaishi^avism etc., the inevit- 
able conclusion one comes to is this, that B :iv 
represents in his Sutras a system which corresponds with 
one which Yallabha propounds in his Bh^shya, viz., 
‘The development of Purushottama into the world and 
at the same time his transcendency.' p. 161. Vaishnavism, 
That S'ankara himself was conscious of such a doctrine can 
be seen from his Bhashya in passages like 

2. 1. 14. 

2, 2. 26. 246, Thus while dealing with S^nkhya, 

Bauddha and others, he puts forth B-Marayaria's doctrine, 
but that being done, he rejects Eddarayaijia's view, and 
puts forth his .own. Hence the conclusion is that BUdar^- 
yana and S'^ankara both hold different, if not opposed, 
views. Rao BahMur Rang^charya has published a 
Itook, called rjdRrrr-.. of S';u?k;;rAcl.r«:ya, This book is 
different from that of Madhava's. The noteworthy 
feature of I J -.liar;; ;ds book is that fourteen matas are 
mentioned there, the last two of which refer to Yod:i\ } -a 
and Vedanta* And though this view of Vedavy^sa pur- 
ports to be based on the there is a signifi- 

cant fact that S'ap.karl.chfirya, the author of the book, 
drew a distinction between the two views. Other writers 
also refer to two views of Vedinta which go to show that 
BMar%a:oa and S^ankara hold different views. In the 
T^tparya Tika of the 4-1-19, a reference to the 

two views is thus made: — ‘^RTT 
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srft 3 ^ 

?TTf3?Tr^^ ?r ^ f^c3?^5rn?T^:^ qRuiii^sftf 

ftc^OTfT:, ^ iT ftc^rftc^ ^m;, 'mi 

m. ^ It is quite 

clear from this quotation that even Niii\ ;\ylkas had to 
draw a distinction between the of BMar4yana 

and of S^ankara, Moreover, S'arikara's preference 
for the views of B^dari, K^^akritsna and Aiidalomi, sug- 
gests the inference that S'ankara had in his mind a system 
different from that of the S*-' •■.’.*•.■;■ . To add to this, 
S'ankara^s own statement, at the close of the introduction 
of his 3TsqT;^s3f, suggests the same conclusion, as is pointed 
out by R. B, Raiijp'^ciiar' i\, ‘that the aim of S'ankara- 
ch/t.'y:i was to try to evolve what he himself took to be 
the teachings of the XJpanishads out of the Vedanta 
Sutras of BMar^y ana- that is, to put into the Sutras what 
he himself understood to be the teachings of the Upa- 
nishads,' and not what Btdar^yana understood them to 
be. "qsTF 

‘Even orthodox Advaitins seem to accept 
this view in a general sort of way, and there is a stanza 
attributed to MadhusAdana Sarasvati which gives a not- 
ably clever expression to it The stanza is: — 

^ ^ ^ i 

It is evident from this that it is granted by some 
Advaitins themselves, that the Vedflnta SAtras of Vy^sa. 
are not responsible for the whole philosophy of S^ankar^i.- 
ch^rya: and one need not therefore be surprised when one 
sees them occasionally making a distinction between tbe , 
S4trahdra mata and the Bhdshyahdra maia* The distinc- 
tion between a Vydsa mata and a Veddnta mata as ‘ 
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brought out in the Sarva-Siddb^nta-Sangraba clearly 
confirms the position of Dr. Tlirbirat as to what kind of 
Vedanta it is, that is really represented by tbe Vedanta 
Sfitras.' Introduction to S. S. of pp. 16-17. 

From this it appears that so far as the Siitras of B^dara- 
yana are concerned, S'ai^kara^s claim to be tbe faithful 
expositor is very weak. 

The question as to whether Badarayana^s or S^ai^- 
kara^s teachings stand nearer to the Upanishads, though 
to the orthodox it appears at the first sight absurd, is ra- 
ther very interesting. Gough, Dcusson and Thibaut have 
declared in S'ankara^s favour. Our subject forbids us 
from entering into this question, but certainly we cannot 
concede that the question is settled. The views of Gough 
and Deussen are not entitled to as much weight as that of 
Thibaut, since the former two do not seem to have looked 
\ to anything except S'aukara^s interpretations, ^Yhile the 
latter had the advantage of being familiar with a powerful 
critic of S^ankara viz., PvaaiAiiiija. Hence let us hear what 
he rays on p. 121 of his Introduction to Vedilnta Sfitras 
I, ^Shinkara’s method (of higher and lower Brahman) 
thus enables him in a certain way to do justice to different 
stages of historical developments; to recognize clearly 
existing differences which other systematisers are intent 
on obliterating. And there has yet to be made a further 
cyid even more important admission in favour of his system^ 
It is not only more pliable, more capable of amalgamating 
heterogeneous material than other systems; but its funda- 
mental doctrines are manifestly in greater harmony with 
the essential teaching of the Upanishads than those of 
the other Vedantic systein.s. Above we were unable to 
allow that the distinction made by S^ankara between 
Brahman and Bvara is known to the Upanishads, but 
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we must now admit that if, for the purpose of determining 
the nature of the highest being, a choice had to be made 
between those texts which represent Brahman as nirguna 
and those which ascribe to it personal attributes, S'ankara 
is right in giving preference to texts of the former kind. 
XXX The older Upanishad s, at any rate, lay very little 
stress upon personal attributes of the Highest Being, and 
hence, S'aukara is right in so far as he assigns to his hypos- 
tatized personal I^vara a lower place than to his absolute 
Brahman. That he also faithfully represents the prevail 
ing spirit of the Upanishads.^ x x Hf so, the philosophy 
of S'^aiikara would on the whole stand nearer to the teach- 
ing of the Upanishads than the Sutras of Badiirfiyana/ 
p. 126- This may be or may not be, much can be said 
on ^both sides, but there is one thing which needs be 
pointed out here, and it this. For the purpose of de- 
termining the Highest Being, BMavayaua or any Vaidika 
Aehdrya would not like to make a choice between the two 


1. Connpare Jayagopala’s introduction to liis 





..f^. , . >■' 

■fl -.i'l iSA'i.. ^ «. ! w 

^ i ■ ■ I V,' . V'< "fj ii '■T i * ■ ■. :! i | Of ! • 'i ' i I ' : !'-s ’ ! i ! " 




Sir K. Bhandarkar’s remark; — The opinion expressed by some 
eminent scholars that the burden of the Upanishad teaching is 
the illusive character of the world and the reality of the one soul 
only, is manifestly wrong,, and I may even say, is indicative of an 
uncritical judgment. As stated in the text, the Upanishads, from 
the very nature of the compilations, cannot but be expected to teach 
not one, but many systems of doctrine. Vaisnavism. p, 2, note. 2. 
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sorts of Vedic passages, but he would refer them both to 
Brahmao, or, in the words of Vallabha, the Shtrakaraa 
position would be this: — 

TTqfi^H ^ 

A. B. p. 121. If J3adarayana were to accept a position 
like this, his Brahman would be capable of amalgamating 
more heterogeneous material than S^ankara’s higher 
and lower Brahman put together. Preference and giving 
prominence to one sort of Vedic passages results in rejec- 
tion and ignoring of others, and to believers in the u i .«i n >io 
wisdom and eternity of the Vedas, such a one-sided 
preference would be fatal to his claim to be called a Vaidika. 
The duty of the Vaidika is to interpret the sense of Veda 
and not to subordinate one to the other, 

1.4.3.p. 150. S. B. (text. N.S.P), 

‘JTfl "'■■Vi' ; r'j'i 

fttrqici: I 3-2-15 p.p. 357. S. B. text. Thus according to 
S'ankara also, the authoritativeness of Saguna andNirguija 
Vedic passages is equal, and so far as the learned Sutra- 
k to accepts both sorts of gRis and refers them both to 
his Highest Being, Brahman, his interpretation must with 
justice be preferred to that of either S'aiakara who gives 
"^prominence to Nirgutia or Etolnuja, Madhva, and 

others, who put forth only Saguna gi%s. In this respect 
BMaiiiyana is follovved by Vallabha alone. Hence, except 
in reference to Vallabha, Dr. Thibaut would not be quite 
wrong in i a ;; that S'ankara by accepting two Brahmans 
Viz., Soguua and Nirguiia gives some scope to all the ^s, 
while other sy iternatiscrs like R^m^nuja and Madhva do 
cast into the background the Nirgu^ia ^s; but Dr. Thi- 
baut’s claim that S'ankara’s system would stand nearer 
to the Upanishads than that of BWarl-ya^a cannot be 
accepted as uiicliaHongcd, since Badainyana’s mode of 
interpretation and harmonising the conflicting Vedie 
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passages is better than that of S'a^ikara, since BMar^- 
ya^a unlike S'ankara bears in mind the of 

different Vedic passages as shown above, and does not 
prefer the one to the other^but accepts them all as carrying 
equal authority and deserving equal prominence. 

Thus disagreeing with Thibaut in accepting that 
S^ankara is a better exponent of the Upanishads than 
Bidar^ana, we must admit that S'ankara’s system 
might have had its representatives in B^dari, K^^akritsna 
and to a certain extent in Audulomi. If the towering 
personality of Bldar^ana, with his irresistible and 
hitherto unquestioned authority were to be ignored 
from the field, then a chain of tradition of S^aijkara^s 
system can be maintained from BMari to Gaiidapfida, 
Govinda and S'a^kara, and with this reservation 
Gough's position would not be wrong. It may he, as 
pointed out by Bh^skara/ that S'a^kara's system was 
independent of the Sfitras, and that by the force of his 
powerful genius he attempted to superimpose his system 
on the Sutras of BMarfiyana. No other commentator 
has tried to correct or modify the Sfitras of -.r.:',, 

while S'a^kara’s commentator ^ actually lays down the 
rule that where ^s conflict with the Veda, they are to be 
nisinterpreted. This is possible only if Sankaras under- 
stood that there was a difference in the interpretation of 
:he Upanishads between BMar^ania and themselves. 

The spirit of S'a^kara's system is certainly pessimistic, 
lis imagining the existence of in the his 

declaring that ^activity is and a preference for the 

1, v- I • 

^ I w. P. 1. 

2, ‘got I mit S. B. N. 

S. 1-1-19. P. P. 128. 129. 

S. ^ ^ etc., 1-1-19, p. 41. S. B. 

4. I' 2-340. S. B. p. 192, 
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negative gfts, tend to the same conclusion. His rejection 
of ■5TT?;'?73T-sr’3 Brahmanhood, and imagining the existence 
of misery in it have been the subject of an almost bitter 
remark^ ofVallabha's commentator. From the way in 
which he defines his conception of Brahman, by negativ- 
ing everything of it except its existence, and declaring 
Brahman to be he makes it difficult, if not impossi- 

ble, to distinguish his system from Buddhism, and it ap« 
pears that his system has evolved in a transition period 
when the Buddhistic doctrine of Void was being driven 
out of the field. 


5ii^H3r »r. ml B. Si S# pp. 198. 199. 
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W>jw ' cH ;,'--^:v-;;.-wriT:N-''T 

‘iTJTt’ra: JTW'k’ q-/v:Pi:: xPi", aft- 

f% R ^rra^^^;55r%mn, iRr^pjsrppi r i to- 

q?sis5[%smTtp I «i:'-:r'i'3ij;vi,i ^rfij r 'rsi 


TO W ■■;. "''i;: ci|?i?qw^ <R5^- 

firs!j% I snsg,! a^ 35^;^ aarsftTO^ '%Tt sigS: g^w; 3 

aTOP?^pad UR:, REIFTt URRT: g# U^'CrcTO: :R’ ift 3 % "-mRiaL I 
!i R fRR i a# ‘ gawiRtraa htr ’ ffa Rim aa ^ 

RTTOia I i' y ; , i aaicHRJ 3 pF^- 

rap!.y-:3;;it’.H jrtor^ RiM^i'nrir'k'T'r"; r sTR^isr, 

%rj‘-’'^i(’;'f;:v,- •i"i; 'a'5aRrtlq1^TOPaVv3!3T''^ri'::'^ 
cTOTJTT i m 

s[SR!m I sfaroiaaTa, i Ra qa >*TrRa?fa 'aamlRii- 

qfa^:/ aftWi ftqarfa gt’ftraare^aL aKaraWtro^ R^ i gaaa T 
I 'R ar qa rirr smar’eaRrfa aafKaruSTj 
'mar^ aiaia 5ft aaaa aaft a^Ria’ laajKat aaf aw: 1 'r ar qa 
^ v:P^■■,;^--;r. "arqut a f| 3 i#at a f| afr% arastsMa 
a saaa ?c%’a fa^at fafa>, ag •■■■:■'.•; P-'P. qs 5 aR,i 3 i^ 
aataai^aa ftarf^:, agags a^ aaftria •;>■■.•:••.•]_ 1 STtigu^^,. 

1 'RsaaaaLgaa: to gwa aa f%fgaLaT aagi ar aar afis’ i^rra- 
g%: 1 ‘saarcroa’ ^aa?Rr, 'ara: aa aR 5 rq''fl'aa f| aaia; aa aRai^ 
'afMa'aa»J I g?a^ a r;--.;i.';5'v!v. ior'.i:-P-:j’ " ,i 

qala aaeaRL i >ffaTS a ' 3 ?=:.^xirs;j! 3 ; =^:^^!;==;a:a: aaaf af^, a 5 ni:a 
a faaJa% aiara aaa aai gaq; a aa: ara aaai ^•aaeaa?aa-i% 1 
g?^ ^ qa a, aiaffa gari^ ' 3=3^^ 1 

sapT: gwaroa: aaaia^r^Tp:, a)' stetaaiftaa ftaa?(saa faa: i 
atapT:, a#fta ^ ^ a afiia: gaatara’ 5% 


I Ra qa, 'a " ?aa^ ifai% aaa 

ia^arsfa gsa^ 1 a a gaaviariTaar: " ‘ 'aja^^iiaara: i 

afoiaraPiuajaaaaroVPa a?fa^^ lanarlr aaaiarar 1 Rf^fitaqla- 
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dKitwjicH'fcc^ra. 1 3i«m, "rh,, 

j^pprjj^ I feraj af^ '513^ qt an 5R[’ |f% 

‘'^ qn^ff ^%Rr q^ q qra.i qRsnPi ftwra: qq 
R ¥jiwqra. I '^5t ?i?!raTiT q? =q ^’Rt ^m- 
ftqfts^i;R5q, qrsqr 

Rtwif;q?q affl^iiii 1 ;'-i.";;"->i:>::'-"'-:T':'':“- ^:^r''- 

fi;;V';'-:''-:-t'’irjr.'':q>' v:?:':';3 'r";iTVa-fiq 'sagw^S^^Vuu- 

>i sin%, ■'■:’ ■.'. ': • ■■ ^qtqcqr, wawtqqqicl. qngiqtsR;- 
qp} 'E5sg^ i nf?rqr|q%q flpna i ?r 

qist qnq'TqTHra%'<=5i: g?3%wT: -iiRfif; q^iawra qrsw garfq 

Ritn a g qT^ft q^' ■iVi^T^-’-'--;:-’'’-' ^ "ft ?n=qA 

qr«rr mq i qp^qi fqp^qq q# ? % ^r irstqT 

qd<HqR’k qqra. “'RraL at 5^q*ft^’ 51% aFq?q?r%rvi’q:5q?i? 'a 
qqTrFR%q q^an sR^ qro sfkqjRqr # 

swq^frraL qq^^^ qn i "R qqfft ’^- 3^;:, 

%fq 'gJTtfi^qp#fP%^ ftpi. -::;'-'-a^..:;.R^-;i::5'n".; q< q^rqiq %’ 
5g^: ?t qq qq 5% i gqr ^ qqtn'q %l% ^wiqn^ra; qq: 

35^ q^ q^Rjoi ntaiqn^qwqRft ^qq: i %q giqqq^aT’^: i 
3PR i an % q i R R q. , qiss^mrRrqcqra i x x x giis% "natn- 

iufti: %’?nTl%qT spRR^fasq^ 'aRnqqq an qw^sM^vi 

g 5tPT% q^ciRt?q’ftri% ftqqqra, i q^ qw^: af%^’ 

leqilq^^OTl^anfea^nnfqqqfq^ • sqrqnft^ qiaRqaqsf^ 

■,-^;;r';:-^'%— 1 qmqRjarqrq q V. '.' .>7i 

I t?q igfii 'q^: amfrqr qrsq;’, 'qpruTRnqiqnctn ftaqr 

f-rv.-r’^'-^''^ fqf^pjratsftqw: qfqqR: qcqqiqq’ iRrif^ ■■ ^“ •. '.- 
5j;iffq':aa-r:.7F^-v.':iv:;-r-q-M.q^-'q-%v qgqiaarqtq- 

%il%, ■■■ ■-..'^r-V.’ V fdsqqrRq ?lq q'TqR'Sn^- 
gsnct 1 q 'i: r;rqrqqT%iqTqr5 i r:-'ii-,i;:i"R% qqrcqfqqq^q q;Hf%4rtq 

ijij |uiq|*^cqrq. i q ^ ^a^qqqr q ^qi^q^ qq q%q an cq fqfsi %q 
■,v=-”n(’:wTir<>%Ap: fsa: i aa ■ ■-: ■:".; qi ;l i ^qftrq^q 
;r.>T,;-'';."i'--i:-R '55 an aiqra%’ ^’aak i qp^w, 
.,i;RM-'vqq-;-^a'r;n--i-‘q'i aRtqtqqrfecqra.i '5% an cq 
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spi: ^ =5i^5gI#qTf^ 

^ ^ s7iT%c^^ ^i^5frR#[PMgL i 

'I? 1^ I STcf; 

ixxxxxxxx 

^ ?g hm 

ftsipl 1 3WT, W P^’TW^WRI- 

mm- '.r-V^T^TX'l: qc^^IWUW^ 

oTRiini ^iVqiii-f^iyi'iTrii-.i’-i/,,'!'!-:;: 

•=f?Kii5jj'>ii i; 5' ?(BP3;, 


^Ci,.^,. , 

Tr^*ii'-r-!'Hi':i < 


II p. p. 1362- 


1368. Anu Bb^sliya PraHSa, 






MR. MULCrIANDRA TULSIDAS TELIWALA b.a., ll.b. 


The winner of the Bombay University prize for the 
foregoing essay passed away on 26th. June 1927, at the 
early age of thirty-nine, and thus the life of a brilliant 
young man, wholly devoted to the cause of the i.p!.: -. of 
suddenly came to an end. A short sketch is given 
here, depicting his life-work, and showing under what 
difficult circumstances, majority of Indian scholars have 
to work. He was born on 23rd September 1887 ( Aso 
Sud 7, 1943) in the ancient and holy city of Bhrgu- 
cutchha or Broach situated on the right hank of the 
Narmada. It was here that king Bali performed his 
and gave Lord WTJH three steps of earth. It is 
the abode from most ancient times of Bhargava and other 
Brahmins well-versed in Further up the river 

are situated the holy places of sifRnw and the abodes 

of 5^ and He was born in a very rich and 

- famous famdy of I^^T. The caste being a very 

small one, his grand-father Mr. Lalbhai was not married 
aLhe was about 55 years old. He went to the pilgrimage 
of and arid at nkvpft ^fg^rwsft, 

(who flourished later than his namesake the writer of arot 
on gave him a blessing that he w ould have two 

sons. He replied that he was unmarried and there was 
no chance of marriage at that age, but the p smiled and 
asked him to go home. The came to be true, he 
married and he had two sons. The family business of 
cotton also prospered, and theirSfirm had agents at Palej, 
Miyagaum and other places, and a branch at Bombay, A 
marriage of a member of the family was performed at 
i. 
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nlalwady in the 3rd Bhoiwada, Bombay, with great 
3mp, and large vessels were given in gift by the family 
I Gulalwady, which even now may be traced. Their 
•osperity increased, and the cellars of their house were 
led with silver bars. But when God shows special 
vour to any one, he takes away the burden of wealth, 
id it happened so in this case. A year before the 
rth of Mulchandra there came a sudden crash, there 
as a heavy loss and all the money vanished. On 
count of worldly worries and troubles with which his 
rents were surrounded, Mulchandra inherited a very 
or, lean, physical body. At any time of life his weight 
IS not more than 72 lbs., but this slender body con- 
ned a spirit, which was dauntless, not ruffled by any 
tward show or pomp, and could easily spurn wealth, 
which his family had more than enough till his birth, 
is early years were spent in jun N ^:ihio-.s and he was 
suatomed to run on the city-walls and swim in the 
^er. But he was always the top-boy in his class. His 
smory was so sharp that he could easily remember 
lat he read once. He was the . pet of his teachers, 
le light jovial nature of this pigmy monitor command- 
willing obedience from the strongest, tallest and most 
.schievous boy in the class. After passing his l^tri- 
lation Examination in 1905 he joined the Wilson Col- 
VQ for further studies. In the College hostel -he picked 
> some knowledge of singing and music from his Deecani 
ends. He graduated B, A. with as his optional 
bject in 1909, and he was a favourite student of Mr. 
badkamkar. Professor of Sanskrit. In the absence of 
y other calling, he took up government service, as a 
mher in the Elphinstone High School, Bombay. Thence 
I was selected for the Training College with a scholar- 
ip of Es. 50 per month, and this gave him an opportu- 



nity to read up the course for LL. B. For some time, 
he lived with Mr. Khimji Cooverji at Walkeshwar, as a 
tutor to his son. 

The first met at Baroda in 1906, the second 

at Patan in 1907, and the third at ISTandurbar in 1909. 
After this, the well-known monthly magazine 

was started, and though he was a student, his constant 
and powerful contributions marked by his independent 
thinking and fearless expression created a stir in the 
world. Mr. Maganlal Ganpatram Shastri, the founder of 
the Parishad and the Magazine, found in him a youug, 
able and resourceful co-worker. The fourth session of the 
qftq^was held at Surat in 1910, and there alsohe attract- 
ed great attention. 

He passed his final LiL. B. in 1914, and in all pro- 
babilities it appeared that he would begin practice at 
Broach, as the same was his native place, but all were 
surprised when he took a High Court Sanad and came to 
settle in Bombay. The reason which led him to this 
decision without consulting any one, is as under: — 

From infancy, he often got dreams in which he found 
himself fijingin the air, and some dreams were suggestive 
of fi^re events, While at Broaoi*, one early morning 
before leaving the bed, be got a dream in which he saw 
%fr?rr5q^, the in the Broach temple, swinging in q^T 
and smiling at him. He got up with great joy, and after 
he went for He was greatly delighted to 

have the same there, not in dream, but in reality. 
There was and the was adorned in the same 

as he had seen in the dream, and there was the 
same joyful, smiling look. While he was returning 
home, Mr. Jaikisandas, a life-long friend of Teliwala 
family, called him at his shop, congratulated him 
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on his passing the 2nd LL. B, examination, advised 
him to practise in the Bombay High Court, and gave 
him Es. 500 required for taking out a Sanad. Mulchan- 
dra saw God’s hand in all this and without waiting to 
consult any one, he came to Bombay, took the Sanad, 
and began practice. He shared the chamber of the late 
Mr. Kashidas Narayandas Dalai who was the sub-tenant 
of Mr. BhaiJal and who was the Secretary of Pandit 
Gattulal^’i^s He helped Mr. Kashidas in preparing 

the annual and from that time Mr. Kashidas took 

a liking for him. He allowed him full access to the Library 
manuscripts fully appreciating his great erudition and 
jcarnTii'j', and finally got him appointed a trustee of the 
fiwr along with the late Shet Tribhovandas V’.irjivaridas 
J. P. The reader will thus see that but for to his 
grand-father, the of Mulchandra was impossible, that 
at the time of his birth, the worldly wealth w^as all taken 
away by way of the suggestion and facility to settle 
in Bombay was all due to the Almighty’s helping hand, 
and finally the greatest convenience for his life-work, xnz 
the possession of an excellent manuscript library of the 
was provided for him by God; and but for divine 
help, not one of these series of important events could' 
have been brought about®%'y his 
own efforts. The astrologer of 
his family predicted from his 
that he would perform a great 
and memorable and after more 
I than half of his valuable publica- 
tions were out, Mulchandra himself understood the mean- 
ing of this and whenever there were difficulties in his 
work on account of illness or want of funds or want of 
manuscripts, he prayed to God, and the prayers were in 
many cases heard and difficulties solved. 
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Long before this, Mr. Maganlal Shastri bad begun 
to utiiiae the fund for getting manuscripts 

copied from 4. Ji|55T^-4t’s library in consultation with Mul- 
chandra, but the fund was small, and the work was stopped 
after some time. In December 1914, Mr. Maganlal Sha- 
stri was transferred to the Deccan College, Poona, and 
he had to leave Bombay in January 1915. The daily 
Katha Mandli at the Khakhar Building came to a stop, 
and thereupon at the request of his friends, Mulchandra 
began reading and every night. The Bombay 

University prescribed for prize for 1915 

the following essay- ‘Discuss how far truly repre- 
sents the view of the author of the Mulchandra 

had gone through the of about four or five 

times, and with his powerful memory he had materials 
enough for the required discussion. He thought of writ- 
ing the essay just a month before it was due. and with 
the wonderful concentration of mind that he possessed, 
he wrote it out and gave it on the last due date. The 
language, the outer garment he had no time to correct 
or adorn, but the thought is so deep, the discussion so 
balanced, the judgment so impartial, that it is difficult to 
.find fault anywhere, while the comparative method and 
the- wide knowledge that he had gathered from siroi hav- 
ing been fully utilised here must have compelled admira- 
ration of his examiners. The prize was divided between 
him and Mr. Kurtkoti. The essay is published and is 
very widely read. Scholars like Dr. Bhandarkar, Dr. 
Tl ib iiri. and many other Orientalists have long ago come 
to the conclusion that to’s interpretation of ^^s does 
not represent views, but they had not before them 

and 5R5W, and so they thought that had, how- 
ever, well succeeded in making a of all important 
i^qftqcis. If this view were correct, would be wiser 
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tlian We have no doubt that a wide knowledge 

of 3?j7pTTG:?r, and would dispel this view. Copies of 
the Essay were sent to many scholars and many have 
praised it, and some have expressed their inability to 
pronounce any judgment as they had not studied the 
various ^iTMs by the comparative method. 

In about 1915, at the request of Mr. Tribhovandas 
of Nadiad to translate he began collecting on 

it, and at first collected twelve Teekas, some in of 

authors themselves. Such a collection was never to be 
found before in any one library or with any one or 
ordinary and he thought of publishing them. Mr. 
Tribhovandas had no funds for this work, so Mulchandra 
approached of for the same. He imme- 

diately consented and sent Es. 500 for the publication. 
The work was begun at once, and the first volume of his 
memorable series was published in December 1916. It 
established his reputation in the So many com- 

mentaries were never thought of before by any one, 
much less seen, and now they had them before their eyes 
all collected, beautifully printed, and with a lucid intro- 
duction in Sanskrit. Three more commentaries were 
subsequently traced and published along with In 

this gives a brief and clear idea of 

the three sorts of realisations, according to one’s 
i. e. (1) by which a ^ obtains a vision of 

God, and enjoys indescribable bliss with Him, as is 
revealed in the ^ ^ 

^ WT (S) as is stated in 

¥rt fTc^ ' and (^) %FST% 

as is stated in # ^T^i: ^ It also describes the three 

hindrances in the path of realisation, S[fw«^ and 
and various means to remove them. In spite of the Rrrvi, 
and the fifteen commentaries, the is difficult to unde r- 
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stand. The work of publication thus begun went on till 
the end of his life, 1927. In September 1917, 
another was published with six commentaries- 

It relates the different sorts of experiences of a 
shows how to act in the interval before reaching 
and describes the various ums in various stages. 
many readers desired to have a Gujarati translation, the 
of was translated by his colleague and 

published with it. was the third pnb- 

lished by him with eight commentaries, and a Gujarati 
translation as before. The circumstances under whicb- 
may be taken up by an aspirant are discussed in 
this says that in it should not be 

taken, specially in in it should not be taken 

up in the stage, for the convenience of etc.; it 
can only be taken up for experiencing-for the realisation 
of the separation of thousands of years from the Lord, 
viz,, This 

is very difficult to obtain. It can only be had by 
love, the love of the the greatest among devotees, 

the dust of whose feet was revered by and the 

obligation of whose self-less love; even the Lord of Love, 
Krishna Himself could not recompense. In 
is iioi desirable either in the beginning or in the final 
stage. To men of the present generation, the discussion 
is more or less of academic interest only, but it does 
give some consolation to those devotees who find them-* 
selves in a world engrossed in trifling pursuits, and who 
are in search of a path to reach This was 

followed by the publication of with the 

of This is the most important in 

the as follows this Besides it is 

the basis of some of the most important teachings of th© 
i^s^FT, containing the UTW?r of a clear description. 
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of its a description of and WR, 

and %H?nT Tlioiigh %ft^?53RT=^T4 had no time to 

write on various he clearly distinguished 

from JTFrrro and other m^s, and chalked out a clear 
line; showed by his writings how to progress on 

the line, and and have done much 

by giving the meanings of various whenever they 

got opportunities, specially in and t%r. It is the 
duty of scholars to collect all the passages and 

compose ^TT^s on these lines. ‘'c.r'jvr'n*i':r: has also 
written complete insq's on some and it is our duty 

to find them out and publish them, is another 

5iWPF«J publish O'! by him with fourteen commentaries. 
In order to make a man should stay at home 

(not to leave and worship God with etc., 

without caring for o^e[T 11% if possible, and always engage 
his mind in etc., in such a way that he should gra- 
dually get S[?r, and towards God. By the 
attachment to the world vanishes, by he gets 

towards ^ and ^'TOfT ^ by in 

he becomes having followed the in 
etc. Even after reaching this stage, he should be 
very careful and live in the company of other ^s enga-„^ 
ging himself in or w till he lives. is andtfe 

siwiMrsr published by him with nine commentaries. • The 
iu a nut-shell is %Tr is and its mm 

is again The thus becomes in 

#eT(|:^ vanishes and is the result. fEor is <7^, 
has two forms, the second one being which is neither 
37Tf^, nor nor as represented by various schools 
of philosophy, but Just as the 

water of the Ganges is the power of the 

Ganges to give a worshipper #rt and is 
and the ^ Tgrr is so are and wi. 
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Hence it is no wonder that ^ could show the whole 
to in His mouth. ^ is and in 

essence, and not by It becomes by ^qrf^ 

of 9TfefT. When is removed by wfc, ^ knows its 
true nature of being and worships fsoi as stated in 
% 5r u or gets as stated in %!% 

is another important sr^R^JisFsiT published by 
him with eleven commentaries. He published with it 
the-much-abused and misinterpreted and wrote 

a long and considered introduction in Engli?]i, so that 
those who care to know the truth and nothing but the 
truth about the may know it at a and 

prejudices caused by rumours may be removed. This srt 
teaches us that by establishing with mi, all our 

%s are removed, that in all all things should be 
dedicated to God, that we should reject all things not 
dedicated to God, and that we should lead the life of a 
servant of God. 

That ^^s are essentially of three different kinds is 
taught by '4r2n?r'fiT=^4 in which is published with 

four commentaries. wm l 

^ SfS In ^ is only in 

%% ?T%|5Th1, m is and in ^ is 

are created for of 
God, which % is otherwise impossible. In 37 ^^, 
■fe and there is no dijfference between and God. 
Among 3535 are U%, like and 

are like and ftfrr, are like q't’sq. 

is the q^s of 3sq% to or manifest in and in 
&c. is another sR>5[q5Fq published with 
five commentaries. It teaches that a ^ who has devoted 
himself to the service of God should give up all anxieties 
arising from any cause whatever, should remember that 
he is merely a servant of God, who is merciful, he should 
always keep his ■(% in % and live peacefully, removing 
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he should give up thinking that whatever 

God does, is His thus he should stay on uttering 

the challenge aiffixed to the door of ^ 51 #- 
at Benares by is published by him with 

the commentary of It is one of the most diffi- 
cult 5ii=«rs on we ever met with, is a 

very clear and beautiful analysis by of all the 

The of the Fourth was re-written by 
as he could not get it. Mulchandra could 
fortunately trace a single manuscript in the Blijjndrirkc r 
Eesearch Institute, and published it together with «it^- 
^n^rsT-TTf^W which he published is composed 

by the master-minds and 

contains the of with quotations from 

of his 

and |cr^ are the group of 5r?sTs 
published by him. The full significance of ^ % U: can- 
not be understood unless one studies (l) (2) 

given by in and elaborately 

explained by (3) ^ passages quoted and ex- 
plained in (4) and 

«555fRfTaT, (5) the synthetical view of ■'jfl’JWu-m given in 
and the various passages scattered in 
explaining the meanings of q^, ^TWr and m. 

If the ultimate reality were only «pjg, sififq, 

&c., and nothing more, it is a question why the Vedas 
selected for describing it the word ^ derived from 
to grow or increase, ^noRT derived from ^ to spread, 
and ^ derived from to taste. All the three words 
are positive, and signify growth like that of a 
spreading like that of a qs, and sport or like that of 
a 5H, respectively. The words themselves exclude the 
idea of a mere which is an illusion of the mind, 
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and they inherently imply q^rir, nay, The 

^ also explains that though the pro- 
ceeds from W remains ^ as before* has 

explained in detail, giving the meaning (1) of the 
whole ¥iT*F.rri;;:;% (2) of each (3) of each (4) of 
each SRRW and (5, 6, 7) of each ^ and thus 
giving a synthetical view of the whole, and he states 
that a man who understands thoroughly becomes 
Fortun,‘i.tcly the greater part of his commentary 
on has been published. The first three 
have been already published and Mulchandra himself 
has published imwi ^ ) with all the 

available on it, and he has also published 

The work of i;\:.n|:h:'i:^g^5npr is in hand, and 
it will soon be in the hands of the reader. The depth 
and grandeur of teachings will be known to 

the world only when these works are studied. 

Sometimes four or five works were in the press at 
the same time, and his countenance was full of joy, if on 
some day he could publish them all together. 

His first marriage took place at Ujjain in 1911-12, 
and he was blessed with a wife who was very pious, 
spending about two hours every morning’ in religious 
highly devoted to her husband , and had a 
strong^'and healthy constitution. Mulchandra’s mother 
also was called from Broach, and all lived in Bombay. 
His income being very limited, they had to live an extre- 
mely frugal life, devoid of all luxuries such as tea, vege- 
tables and milk; but it was peaceful and contented. His 
first son was born in 1914, and a daughter was born in 
1915. But even this little happiness did not last long. 
His daughter died, followed by his wife who died at 
Broach from fever incident on delivery in Diwali, viz.^ 
about October 1917, and Mulchandra and his son were 
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put to great difficulties for daily food. There were no 
means to engage a cook, or a servant to take care of the 
son. When the father went to court at 11 a. m. after lock- 
ing the room, the son passed his time somehow with the 
neighbours, and if the father did not return at 6 p, m., 
the lonely son would sit in front of the door with a stream 
of tears flowing from his eyes down the cheeks, and with 
constant sobs which no amount of persuasion could cheek. 
When ultimately he did arrive, the boy would fly into 
his arms, and would not leave him even in bed and till 
next day’s fateful hour 11 a. M. One source of his little 
income was some small commissions which were given to 
him by the Chief J udge of the Bombay Small Causes Court, 
who appreciated his value, thereby showing his great re- 
gard for him, for his sterling character and great learning. 
For this work, pleaders asked him to fix time after 5-30 
p. M., which this junior Muichandra did, but after some 
bitter experiences of the above nature, he avoided en- 
gagomcni-: after 5-30 p. m. It was under such difficulties 
that the life-work of Muichandra was done. 

In 1919 (Vaishakh 1975) he went to 'fr-i:;;:;:' and 
at the time of ceremony of son of 

He had with him a company of friends 
including and others. With their help^'^he 

saw the libraries of and gathered important informa- 
tion from manuscripts from all possible sources, die also 
saw the iNathadwara Library. The library of 
the second house in which and flou- 

lisl'.ed, could not be seen, though many efforts were made, 
and it still remains to be seen with a view to find out 
all the of and It was at the 

time of this trip that the publication of was 

undertaken, and the circumstances under whieh it was 
done, and the important discovery of the draft in the 
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of wMcli it led to, are fully described in the 

introduction of His second marriage took place 

at Surat in 1920, in caste. The dowry was fixed at 
about Rs. 750, but Mulehandra could ill afford this cash 
and he got a loan from a friend without asking for it. 

of Surat graced the marriage procession by his 
presence. His second wife has two sons and a daughter. 

In 1917, his friend invited Mulehandra to 

Anand, and told him in the course of conversation that 
he had seen at Surat. Mulehandra sent him to Surat 
to fetch it, which he did. It was a portion found in a 
very bad condition, and since then Mulehandra tried to 
collect manuscripts from all sources, and one of his 
great desires was to be able to publish and 

together. Through the help of of 

Bombay, he succeeded in arranging in May 1925 to get 
funds from the Gordhandas Soondardas Trust adminis- 
tered by Sheth Lalji Naranji and others, and curtailed 
all other activities, so that he might be able to devote 
his undivided attention to the publication of this greal 
work. He was able to publish only three volumes 
consisting of the First, Second and Third Fadas of the 
Third before his death.’^ 

yin 1927, Shree Tik^yat Maharaja Shree Gordhan 
lalji \nd Lalbava Shree Huruvi-ilarlillji invited him t< 
and he went there accompanied by his friend 
Messrs, Jamnadas K;jnji, Gordhandas Pragji and Hira 
lal Mulji. He was shown a few pages of the 3rd 
and a complete manuscript of the 4th sfssrFf of an 

he found them to his great delight in thei^T^ of 
In this manuscript the portion of the second interprets 

* After liis death, the work is continued by us; the Fourth Pac 
of the Third is published, the First P4da of the Fourth is j 
ready printed, and the Second Pkda of the Fourth is in the'pres 
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tion of the first two of the Fourth is subse- 
quently added by A minute inspection of the 

manuscript left no doubt in Mulchandra^s mind that the 
author of the work was himself. 

He had a very wonderful genius for research. His 
creative faculty, powerful imagination, extremely retentive 
memory and a deep alround knowledge of the Samprada- 
yika Gathas helped this aptitude for research to such an 
extent that he compelled old worn-out manuscripts to 
speak out, to whom they belonged, from whom they were 
stolen, when they were written, in whose hand-writing 
they were and other special details about each of them, 
with a quickness and preciseness which would win the ad- 
miration of even the hero of a detective novel. We would 
give an instance and narrate the facts in his own words: — 

wiHl^ cHI &. ?l hGtI aHlcft:— 

?rac . ^ iiP/; ■ . 

sIk «ILH 

n llH ciH«V <Hl?l ^ IflRjfloHr’HK 

^ ^ ci ^ici^ ^ «v iiRjfi- 

^ S. ^ 

5: — I ^^*T=fr sTsqrtr % 

mm 'a u I?, ^ ^ ^ 

^ I WT^T mfm it ? ii 

M MtA ^ Rwid 

»Hl€l*-ci ?l'=Cll 

yi^H ^i, "nGd^ didf 
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sny^^lTfHSS Miftani ^nQ^M^aJd' §13 

SH^l sfl^%5lTlM25 «lH«ll |wi«(l ®W y^clS 

■-^i■'■.L;^J■■'^5;^: ^f€^»l[ «»ly5i. shi an^Hi^isfl an?! Sis 

R'lCl’H^l SHI %it4s^H[ «fl=l<v^c-iS5^ Sl'*'^. ai6«iiv«(l^ Pisv-^ifi^aii 

Ra^H aaaMi ciHia s<l, m^' 3 ^^«is ?iai 

M anl'M^flSl anat^l <Viqio^'& ®M «flR'‘''H^{lffl^ »l»H^ cH[ 

afs^at 3Hl snaRI aH-tl?kai^ a^t 

•i(^, cl^ ^'icl: <vy SHl^l R«l»l S^ai^ sHlSft flHlt'Il'fl 

^«IH( 3icl ^sa a^lis^n^l IsaS an^l SWI. <i IV lia^ 

a6Wl»iC«fla<iv'Rfl®^ R*t(cl S<l'S a>llH«(l^ <h[ R^l'Vctl i^irt- 
(apHrt s«k S^iaai |Ml s5l. HiiRloViaSi IMl wi»ll<l 

RhRi ay «*• ^sa ■^f!|Hi-'iyka'-i^ 

(sa?i-inrt:si?l aaia »i^l ^i<v«imi aiHawal ®m siw 

awfafad ^^dly sad s^d[ aHM^l a|v anid'S dai 
a^i. sHH^ aia^M Ji^a^i^di Riv «{i6wi^'^ 

a^ai «nl2’'Mii(ls:)dl Ha yWiSJ tdi &. SH^I aHl<v ^^dS^ll 
SH-aia 9fly%«iwa® ai^fa-ad i\ S.” 

Its substance is: — Having corrected the press-copy 
of ^sfHOTQThf)' with the help of nine manuscripts, we came 
to the end of the first ^fps^ of The explana- 
tion of feri seemed strange to us; therefore we 

referred to 5 rot on it. We have got a copy 

of it in his own handwriting. Therein we read the 
followingline: — “The explanation of^lf^Ts is seen in feijafi- 
manuscripts, but it is not in the rough draft, therefore it 
appears to have been written by the style of 

writing also leads to the same conclusion.’* This opinion 
of is supported by another manuscript of 

which is with us. The following is found written 
in that manuscript: — “At the end of the 26th there 
are five and a half ^l^s of the first of which 

is feirofft etc. This writing is composed by This 

is followed by the explanation given in manuscripts. 
This line of led to another line of thought, 
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i, e. that the ‘rough draft' must be of and it 

must he in s as rl'H lived at 3urat« 

Led by these inferences, we wrote a letter to v"/...;- .. 
about it who searched his Library, but be could not get 
the rough draft, and wrote to us accordingly ♦ But this 
reply could not satisfy our inner self, and we thought of 
going to Surat for it. We went there on A so sud 13 , 
and requested to show us the deposited in 

%WT. The Maharaja kindly granted our request, and the 
next hasotsava day, we were overjoyed to 

have the ^ of in the handwriting of 

himself, referred to as rough draft by 

Besides tracing the original of some of the 

other important results of this genius for research which 
has put the whole Sampradaya in great obligation to 
him might be summed up as under: — 

2. give the date of birth as 

1529, and not 1535, and the place of birth as =^t^T2TR' and 
not Mulchandra got an old manuscript of 

from these ^w^s, in which one old (about 3rd or 4th) 
about or ordimny matter was deleted, and the 

specially mentioning date and place was substil;af;ed, 
seratching out the old one. There was not the sliglitest 
necessity of scratching out the old but the vmt€T^ 
purposely did it with an ulterior motive. The "manu- 
script was returned, and since then it is not prcduced^by 

though repeatedly demanded. Prom the 
time we saw the mss., we were convinced about the in- 
terpolation, thus leaving no doubt that the date given 
by ^'ts 1529 is not correct, as also the place 

3, Yery little was known to the about 

It was he who pointed out the deep obligation 
under which was to his ^ for adopting the 

comparative method of writing, to unearth and publish 
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as an appendix to Vol. HI of f5?n^5=^'5fi'^3 ^Npt 

on J { and to draw attention to the different 
in the showing which portion was written 

by himaelf and which was collected, set right 

or written by 

4. It was he who obtained the Fourth of 

sTp^^-:<q; 7 Vw 7 from the Bhand^rkar Research 
Ins lit ate, and published it. could not get 

it, and so he wrote out the Fourth himself, which 

also has been printed as an appendix, thus facilitating 
a comparison between the writings of two master-minds, 

5. A copy of some portion of was found many 

years ago, and published in It was well-known 

then to every student that this contained words, phrases 
and sentences which were also found in and 
The portion was published for what it was worth for the 
information of the public. The matter rested there for 
several years. Two or three years ago, Mulchandra got 
a rough draft* of the same portion of the 

and he had no difficulty in tracing it to the 

learned of and the of 

In the introduction to pub- 

lished m samvat 1982, Mulchandra wrote on p. 12 as 
under: — 'Tn conclusion we ought not to omit reference 
to one work which passes in the name of of S'ri 

VallMbliildiarya. Some passages of the f^^srrf^oi and 
the First Fada of the Third Adhy^ya and 11 Sutras of the 
Second Pada have been seen by us. The portion from 
the Third Adhy%a has been published by us in the 
monthly Pushti-Bhakti-Sudh^. From the style, this seems 
to be a clumsy attempt of a writer of recent times. All 
capies seen by us are new. The style is such as leaves 

* The draft is with us at present. 

B 
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little doubt in our minds as to the spurious nature of 
this j3i*oduetiori/’ Notwutlistanding this, Mr. Jethalal 
Shah^ who has recently published of srjhs 

writes in his introduction on p. 9, 

t Hi mm ^ 3 

ci aH3R S/' To attri- 

bute to Teiiwala what he deliberately considered ‘‘spu- 
rious’' is misropresenting a departed scholar, misleading 
oneself and misleading the public. His conclusion which 
he puts in bold type on p. 16., 

is also due to ignorance. To say that arSFriG??- 
derives its name from the of ^ is absurd, because 
the f^rar is not ^^TfTT, but 5?|iPiTfraT, and the srCTtKT is 
not but . The present require- 
ments of the are not arguments based on antiqua- 

ted opinions, but investigation and research which would 
throw more light on the 58 r^t^. 

6. It was he who identified a manuscript of 
now at Dabhoi, as originally belonging to 

son of the eldest son of The additions 

made by ;Tvir-,r-rr to are put into brackets in this 

manuscript. While reading it was found diffieult 

to establish any connection between some sentences, 
which difficulty is removed by additions being 

thus separated. The is published from this 

manuscript, by Mulehandra. 

7. The idea of collecting all the on ^^5 ??=sts and 

publishing them together was his; he successfully carried 
it out, and helped and with manus- 

cripts to complete the series. 

8. He collected ^^s of on and 

pointed out that had made additions to the 

at least four times. 
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0. It was he who first found out that * of the 

first house wrote his and sent them to his 
of the fifth house who made many changes in them. The 
copies made from the original became known as 
‘^NjTs, and those that were altered became known as 

10. He went to identified the Fourth 

of 5Trs3T as written out wholly by in which second 

interpretation of first two is subsequently added, thus 
conclusively showing that the whole was written by 

11. He found out in the of 

and published the same. 

12. He collected two copies of first in 

own hand and got and identified a subsequent 
copy of in which additions and alterations were 
made by He adopted for publication the final 

copy of 5RjT?a and hence we find differences in the readings 
of the 51^ in as had got only the 

first copy of with him. 

13. He threw new light on ?ft3pi^s life, which is 

published in ^ Vol. IV and with dates as 

"-^traced by him, 

14. He found out that the that 

presented was not to of q^, but it was to 4- 

ftg^T^rsft of where there was a temple of •■ifr%5;^r«r5rt, 

15. He obtained from of the will of 

and published the same, 

16. He collected and published several in 

and ^sfK. 

17. He laboured bard and succeeded in collecting 

the monumental work of *friW^' and with the 

help of of Bombay, he arranged for 

publication of the same. 
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On account of his wide knowledge about the his- 
tory of the together with a clear perception of the 
facts of the case put before him, he was consulted by 
in their cases, and his services were ulitised by 
S'ri Gokulnatbji of Bombay and his son S^ri Krishna- 
jivanji in Madras and Dharangaon cases, in both of which 
they succeeded, and also by Shri Gopeshwarji who also 
won his case at Madras. 

Again, if there was an attack against the 
and his presence was required at any place, he never re- 
fused, but started immediately. He had thus to go 
to (near Indore), Moiicnndiibad, Patan, Savali and 
other places. 

The necessity of a Research Institute for the 
was recognised through the efforts of Mulehandra by 
Shii Tikayat Maharaja of Nathadwara, and Shri Valla- 
bhacharyaji, son of S^ri T)',,, . *i offered him a 

decent block of four rooms in Chandrabag, and Mulchan- 
dra went to live there in Chaitra of 1983, But God 
willed it otherwise. He fell ill, went to Broach during the 
Summer vacation in the High Court, and when he re- 
turned in June' 1927, he had not thoroughly recovered. 
He was attacked with unbearable neuralgic pain in the 
head on 18th June 1927, and he passed away on 26th 
” June 1927. 

Though he died young, his abilities as a great 
Scholar were recognised by Oriental scholars as well as 
Sampradayika scholars. Mr, Woodroffe, Mr, Keith, the 
late Mr. Tansuivbrjuu Mansukhram Tripathi, Anant 
Shastri of Shanti Niketan, Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, 
Bal Shastri and Nandkishore Shastri, all uokrio i'dgcd 
his scholarship. Mr. Tansukhram was always delight- 
ed with his conversation, and gave him from his vast 
collection whatever manuscript or book was requir- 
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ed by him. Mr. Eeshav Harshad Dhruva was so much 
delighted to read his introduction of that he 

came to see him, and expressed a desire to read with him 
works, and was entrusted to him 

by Mr. Govardhanram’s brother to make suitable cham 
ges for the second edition. 

The guiding principle of his life was a 

phrase in the of meaning 

MI very tiling else except God is painful.^ He was born 
tired with the world, for which he had a deep-rooted 
disgust, and he had realised from very early age that real 

was in ^TO^only, There was therefore a 

touch of cynicism in his words, which were mildly sar- 
castic even when talking with men most highly placed in 
life, and a sort of non-attachment in all his worldly deeds. 
But his spirit was always young, buoyant and playful, 
and one enjoyed innocent, slightly mischievous joy in 
his company. 

He had a very noble heart. Many Brahmins and 
friends came to him for • ‘ or sup- 

port, and he did whatever he could for them. We were 
sometimes even puzzled to see how he could help one who 
■lrad ...done him wrong or abused him. The whole of the 
Nirnaysj^ Sagar Press, the Proprietor, Manager, Shastri, 
and compositors, all loved him, and they feel a void in 
their daily life without his cheerful presence. The 
compositors would whisper in your ears how he had 
helped them, and allowed their pro-notes passed to him 
for advances to be time-barred. It was due to this 
nobility .that he freely acknowledged whatever help he 
received in his work by way of money, manuscripts or 
co-operation. This leads us to note another important trait 
of his which was complete willing dependence 

on the will and wisdom of the Lord, at all times. 
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however critical and in all matters, however important. 
His mind was therefore always at ease, and he was never 
oppressed with burden or weight on his head for any« 
thing whatever, ^ i'" 

i. 11. 1. 1<J. This was ingrained in him, and hence under 
most trying circumstances, he was most light-hearted. 

This resulted in other important traits, viz»^ 
and fearlessness, self-respect and self- 

saerihce. Tj-ough he had nothing, he seemed to possess 
everything; he could talk straight to a king on equal 
footing, and while engaged in in his small 

room, he acted like a happy king, surrounded by co- 
working companions all merry-making, sometimes sitting 
two on broken chairs, or comfortably couched on the 
broad handles of a broken easy-chair. The chairs were 
sometimes discarded and heaped out of the room near 
the door, for making room for men. His children cried 
and ran to him to escape the wrath of the mother, and 
insisted on sitting on his table, full of old manuscripts, or 
in his lap, while he was deciphering some knotty passage 
in an old manuscript. The mother of the children per- 
haps silently cursed the man for his neglect of the house 
and its inmates, and even expressed her disapprobatkrfi’^ 
in sharp significant words. This was all well as it was, 
because it was God’s will, which is always best, and the 
work of comparing and correcting manuscripts, some- 
times five, sometimes ten at a time, went on till mid- 
night with the help of a jewel-lamp in the middle, 

of Surat, as well as most prominent persona- 
ges and hms from Kathiawad, Sind, Calcutta, Nainital 
and Madras saw him in this room* The diiference between 
the small room and the great man, who was doing the 
abstruse work of deciphering and publishing old manus- 
cripts was patent to all. 
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This and resulting from it kept Hm always 
collected, though there was the greatest cause for losing 
one's temper. If there was a caste-dinner at his place, 
and there was none to work and no invitations were sent, 
he was calm; if there was a procession, and no band 
was available, he was calm; if people did not pay the 
money due to him^ it was God's will; if members of the 
family were laid up with illness, if he was unjustly at- 
tacked in news-papers, he was not the least disturbed. 
He went on quietly with his self-imposed work, with a 
concentration of mind and with a non-attachment to 
surroundings simply marvellous. This concentra- 
tion continued even in sleep, and then naturally lie got 
dreams. His little room was filled with hallowed light 
(so he said and we fully believe him) and he saw, (at any 
rate he believed he saw ) at one time and at 

other times other great persons or vp^Fis, When he woke 
next morning after such a dream, there was a joyous 
smile on his face which was unmistakable, and the writer 
can never forget the innocent smile on his face on the 
morning of the last day of his life on this Earth, the 26th 
d une, which clearly showed that he had some in dream. 
^ His sudden death was a great loss to the and 

the hearts of almost all were moved by this great 
loss. Two telegrams were received from 

one to take care of his wife and children, 
and the other to hold a meeting to which he promised 
to send his representative. A similar telegram was re- 
ceived from ^T55^TsrT to the same effect, and 

many others followed in quick succession. A meeting 
was immediately held in Bada Mandir, Bombay, and 
dterrft " " "" announced Rs. 500 as his subscription 

to the fund for a memorial to be raised after him, Mr. 
Ranchhoddas Patwari also subscribed Rs. 251. Meetings 
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were also held at Ahmedabad, Dabhoi, Sankheda^ Mangrol 
and a dozen other places, and a grand meeting was 
held in Bombay on 24th July 1927 in Mulji Jetha Mar- 
ket Hall under the px»r- ‘ of the Hon’able Mr. 
Justice Krishnalal Mohanlal Jhaveri. Goswami S'ri 
Gokulnathji moved the first resolution as under; — 
“■t^fcPTr ^ wfg«T»ff9r%sojg 

^ %5S'- 

msTT >3:., «3:55i3;5i. sm:. <?. a;g-,, 

Jw ^ cTT. ^ ’Cffk't 

srsRT?! sTcRTR ^igr smgFjf^, IsorgTgt ar^ ^nggr 

gjgioigRTgi^ an nm glgRT arfgg atgr^ 
31^ tngr mt^ct gaKTcf^, ar^ 

ggcst gfg ®i% 

nfgggt angt a7T ^-T'lrgTT^ sm^ri ^trt af^ 

fgwSTifi' %•” 

This resolution was seconded in suitable language 
by Goswami S'ri Itanclihodlalji, son of S"ri Jivanlalji 
of Porebunder, and supported by Mr. Hanuinanprasad 
M. A., the representative specially sent to Bombay from 
S'ri Mathadwar by S'ri Govardhanl.'dji Tilakayit Maha- 
raja and his son S"ri Damodarlalji. He read in the Moot- 
ing the letter of condolence sent by His Holiness S'ri 
Govardliainal ji and gave Es. 100 L for a suitable inemprial. 
The second resolution was moved by Shetli Lalji Kai’anii 
and seconded by liao Saheb Harjiwan Valji as under:-- 
KT- ^ " srf^fg gRafir 

gRftg 

gi %5 sggmvr % g?gflT gggf % gsTOrgr 
ggg ggi?r gi»g ^ig gj^gr^ ggr tggr i^ggr 
gg g'msc gT^s-wT sgg gjtgr^ srr # grgggf 
gt sgggrr ^ '' gvcgr^r gi^gx gwngt gtgrgt g^^gmi 

ggnet ^grtg"^ ggigi^^ g'^ggRt arr gwr 37:ra g;\ 

Decent sums were announced for tlic memorial and 
a ■ ' committee appointed to collect funds* 
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^Discuss Ilow far S^ankardch^rya truly represents tke view 
of tiie Autkor of BrahmasHtras.’ 

A masterly essay, criticism sober, unbiassed and sckolarly. 
Should be carefully studied by all the students of the Brahma s-htra , 

—Modern Review for September, 1918. 

This is an able and scholarly dessertation on the well-known 
subject of the correctness of S^ankara’s interpretation of the 

Brahmashtras of Badai-ilyana 

It must howevei be said to the author’s credit that 

he sets out the views of other Bhdshyak^ras like Ri-rndnuja, 
Shrtkantha, Nimbaika, and Bhdskara in various places, and his 
exposition of the difficulties to which Sankardchdrya is reduced 
by his desire to get the nirgunavdda out of the Sdtras, must be 
convincing to all except those who are pronounced in their 


— ^Indian Review for November, 1918. 

It is scholarly and shows marks of deep study and thinking. 

—Dr. S. R. Belvalkar, M.A., Ph. D., 

Prof, of Sanskrit, Deccan College, ‘Poona. 

I have found it very interesting reading, aud you have well 
developed the points on which you rely as showing the differ- 
ences between Sankara and Badardyana, The discussion has 
brought to my mind a question to which I have elsewhere 
alluded, namely whether it is not better to hold to two apparently 
contradictory affirmations, leaving spiritual experience to realise 
rather than to neglect one at the cost of other. 

—Sir John Woodroffe— Judge, Calcutta High Court. 
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